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Errata. 

Page 83, line 15: for belonged read belongs 

95, 
116, 
162, 
205, 
206, 
207, 
210, 

294, ,5 

1 
26 : for fundamental impulse read impulse 

2: for their read its 

19: for Í read we 
91 : for effects read affect 

6 : for enquires read asks 
9: substitute a semicolon for a comma after ‘doctrine,’ 

13: substitute a note of interrogation for a comma after 

‘ourselves.’ 

3: for under read in 

357, lines 1 and 2: for that universal, which he claims for all men as 
their inborn conviction read that universal con- 
viction which he claims for all men as innate 
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ECLECTICISM. 

CHAPTER I. 

ORIGIN AND CHARACTER OF ECLECTICISM. 

THaT form of philosophy which appeared about the 
beginning of the post-Aristotelian period had, in 
the course of the third and second centuries, per- 
fected itself in its three principal branches. These 
three schools had hitherto existed side by side, 
each striving to maintain itself in its purity, and 
merely adopting towards the others, and towards 
the previous philosophy, an aggressive or defensive 
attitude. But it lies in the nature of things that 
mental tendencies, which have sprung from a kin- 
dred soil, cannot very long continue in this mutu- 

yt 

ally exclusive position. The first founders of a 
school and their immediate successors, in the fervour 
of original enquiry, usually lay excessive weight upon 
that which is peculiar to their mode of thought ; in 
their opponents they see only deviations from this 
their truth: later members, on the contrary, who 
have not sought this peculiar’ element with the 
same zeal, and therefore have not grasped it with 

B 

CHAP. 
I. 

A. Gra- 
dual 
blending 
of the 
three 
post-Aris- 
totelian 
schools 
of philo- 
sophy. 

i. Internal 
causes 
of this. 
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the same rigidity and one-sidedness, more easily 

perceive, even in adverse statements, that which is 

common and akin, and are more ready to sacrifice 

subordinate peculiarities of their own standpoint ; 

the strife of schools will itself oblige them to repel 

exaggerated accusations and unqualified condem- 

nations, by the stronger enforcement of that in 

which they coincide with others, to give up or put 

aside untenable assertions, to soften offensive propo- 
sitions, and to break off from their systems the 

sharpest angles ; many an objection of the adversary 

maintains its ground, and in seeking to elude it by 

another interpretation, it is found that the presup- 

positions of the objection have been partially con- 

ceded, together with the objection itself. It is, 

therefore, a natural and universal experience that 
in the conflict of parties and schools their opposi- 

tions gradually become blunted, that the common 
principle which underlies them all is in time more 

clearly recognised, and a mediation and fusion is 

attempted. Now, so long as philosophie productivity 

is still living and active in a people, the case will 

either never arise or arise only temporarily, that 

its whole science is infected by this eclecticism, 

because already in its youthful course, new direc- 

tions are attempted before those immediately pre- 
ceding them have decidedly begun to grow old. As 

soon, on the contrary, as the scientific spirit is 

exhausted, and a long space of time, devoid of new 

creations, is merely filled with discussions among 

the existing schools, the natural result of these 
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discussions, the partial blending of the hostile 

parties, will appear to a greater extent, and the 

whole philosophy will assume that eclectic character 

which, in its universal diffusion, is always the pre- 

monitory sign either of a deeply seated revolution, 

or of scientific decay. This was precisely the posi- 

tion in which Greek philosophy found itself in the 

last centuries before Christ. All the causes which 

led, generally speaking, to the dissolution of classi- 

cal culture, had also had a paralysing influence on 

the philosophic spirit; for centuries after the 

transformation of philosophy, which marks the 

end of the fourth and the beginning of the third 

century no new system arose; and if the post- 

Aristotelian systems in and for themselves had 

already lost the purely theoretic interest in the 

contemplation of things, and by their restriction 

to the life and aims of men, had announced the 

discontinuance of scientific endeavour, the long 

cessation of philosophic production could only serve 

to dull the scientific sense still more, and to call in 

question the possibility of scientific knowledge in 

general, This state of things found its proper ex- 

pression in scepticism, which opposed the dogmatic 

systems with more and more signal success. The 

eclecticism which since the beginning of the first 

century before Christ had repressed scepticism 

and united together the previously separate ten- 

dencies of thought, was, however, merely the re- 

verse side of scepticism itself. Scepticism had 
B 2 

CHAP. 
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placed all dogmatie theories on an equality in such 

. a manner as to deny scientific truth to all alike. 
This * neither one nor another’ ( Weder-noch) became 

in eclecticism ‘One as well as the other’ (Sowohl- 

als-auch); but for that very transition scepticism 

had paved the way; for it had not been able to 

rest in pure negation, and had therefore, in its 

doetrine of probability, set up once more a positive 
conviction as a practical postulate. This conviction 

was not indeed to come forward with a claim to full 

certainty; but we cannot fail to perceive in the de- 

velopment of the sceptical theory, from Pyrrho to 

Arcesilaus, and from Arcesilaus to Carneades, a grow- 
ing estimation of the value of the knowledge of prob- 

ability: it was only necessary to advance one step 

further, to bring forward practical necessity more 

decidedly as against the sceptical theory, and the 

probable would reeeive the significance of the true 

—seeptieism would be transformed into a dogmatic 

acceptance of truth (Furwahrhalten). In this dog- 
matism, however, doubt would inevitably continue 

to exercise such an influence that no individual 
system as such would be recognised as true, but 

the true out of all systems would be separated 

according to the measure of subjective necessity 

and opinion. This had been exactly the pro- 

cedure of the sceptics in the ascertainment of 
the probable; as they develop their doubt in the 

criticism of existing theories, so do they seek the 

probable primarily in the existing systems, among 

which they have reserved to themselves the right to 
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decide. Carneades, as we know,! had so treated 
the ethical questions to which, we are told, aban- _ 
doning his former predilection for combating hostile 
opinions, he more and more restricted himself with 
advancing years? Similarly Clitomachus, while 
contending with the dogmatic schools, seems to 
have sought a positive relation to them ;? and we 
learn that /Eschines, another disciple of Carneades, 
adhered to that side only of his master’s teach- 
ing. Thus scepticism forms the bridge from the 
one-sided dogmatism of the Stoic and Epicurean 
philosophy to eclecticism ; and in this respect we 
cannot regard it as a mere accident that from the 
followers of Carneades this mode of thought chiefly 
emanated, and that in them it was immediately 
connected with the point on which the Stoies and 
Epicureans had sustained their dogmatism, and 
even the Platonists, in the last resort, their doctrine 
of probability, viz. the necessity of definite theories 
for practical life. It was, however, generally speak- 
ing, the condition of philosophy at that time, and 
the strife of the philosophic schools, which first 
caused the rise and spread of scepticism, and in the 
sequel, the eclectic tendency in philosophy. 

The most important external impulse to this 

! Zeller, Philosophie der Grie- 
chen, 3° Theil, 1° Abtheilung, 
p- 517 sq. 

2 Plut. An seni 8. ger. resp. 
13, 1. p. 791: ó uiv ody 'Akaðn- 
palkós Aisxlyns, codi TOV tive 
Ae'yyóvrov, Üri TpocTtoievTOA yeyo- 
veya: Kapveddov, mh -yeyovüs, 

pa8nrís* GAG TéTE Ye, eImev, éyà 
Kapveddov  Üvfjkovov bre thy 
paxlav kal toy wWó$ov apenas ó 
Adyos abrod Sia Tb yijpas eis rò 
XPhoimov ovviKTo kal Kowwvrixdy. 

? Phil. der Griechen, III. i. 
p. 524, note 2, 

1 Vide note 2. 

li. Ecter- 

nal causes. ; 
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change was given by the relation in which Greek 

science and culture stood to the Roman world.’ 

The first knowledge of Greek philosophy doubtless 

came to the Romans from Lower Italy : the founder 

of the Italian School (Pythagoras) is the first philo- 

sopher whose name is mentioned in Rome.? But 

the doctrines of the Greek philosophers can only 
have been heard of there in an entirely superficial 

and fragmentary manner before the beginning of the 

second century before Christ. This ştate of things 

must have changed, however, when, after the second 

Punic War, the Roman policy and Roman arms pressed 

forward farther and farther towards the east; when 

the wars with Macedonia and Syria brought dis- 

tinguished Romans in great numbers to Greece, 

while, on the other hand, Greek ambassadors and 

state prisoners, and soon also slaves, appeared more 

and more commonly in Rome; when men of the 

importance of the elder Scipio Africanus, T. Quinctius 

Flamininus, and Æmilius Paulus, applied themselves 

! For what follows, cf. Ritter, 
iv. 79 sq. 

? The arguments for this are 
given in Phil. der Griech. Part 
I. pp. 287, 3; 450, 15 c£. iid. 
213, 24 and Part HI. np 
sq. A still earlier date (if this 
statement is historical) must be 
fixed for the presence in Rome 
of Hermodorus the Ephesian, 
who assisted the decemviri in 
the drawing up of the twelve 
tables (Part I. 566, 2): but 
even if he were indeed the 
celebrated friend of Heraclei- 
tus, we have no ground for the 

supposition that he discoursed 
to the Romans on the physics of 
that philosopher. 

? Such as the thousand Achz- 
ans who, 168 B.C., were carried 
away into Italy, and kept there 
for seventeen years, all of them 

men of repute and culture 
(among them we know was 
Polybius), whose long residenee 
in the country could not have 
been without influence on Rome 
if even the least considerable 
of them had their actual abode 
in that city. 
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with delight to Greek literature; when, from the 

beginning of the second century, Greek poetry was 

transplanted to Roman soil in the more or less free 

imitations of Ennius, Pacuvius, Statius, Plautus, 

and their suecessors ; and Roman history was related 

in the Greek language by Fabius Pictor and other 

annalists. 'The philosophie literature of Greece 

stood in far too close a connection with the other 

branches—philosophy occupied far too important a 

place in the whole Hellenic sphere of culture, as a 

means of instruction and object of universal interest 

—to make it possible for such as had once found 

pleasure in Greek intellectual life to shut themselves 

up from it very long, however small the need for 

scientific enquiry might be in them. We find, then, 

even before the middle of the second century, many 

and various traces of the commencement of a know- 

ledge of Greek philosophy among the Romans. 

Ennius shows that he was acquainted with it, and 

adopts from it isolated propositions. In the year 

181 B.C. an attempt was made, in the so-called Books 

of Numa, to introduce dogmas of Greek philosophy 

into the Roman religion?  Twenty-six years later 

(aecording to others only eight) the activity of the 

Epieurean philosophers in teaching caused their 

banishment from Rome. In 161 B.c., by a decree 

of the senate, residence in Rome was forbidden to 

the philosophers and rhetoricians ; * and this always 

! Cf. Phil. der. Griech. III. * This decree of the senate is 
ii. p. 83. to be found in Suetonius, De 

2 Cf. [. c. III. ii. p. 85. Cl. Rhetor. 1; Gell. N.A. xv. 11 
3 Cf. 7.0. IIL. i. p. 372, 1. (cf. also Clinton, Fasti Hellen. 
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proves that there was reason for anxiety in regara 
to their influence upon the education of youth. 
/Emilius Paulus, the conqueror of Macedonia, gave 
his sons Greek instructors, and for that purpose took 
with him on his expeditions the philosopher Metro- 
dorus.! His companion in the Macedonian cam- 
paign, Sulpicius Gallus, besides the astronomical 
knowledge for which he was distinguished, may, per- 
haps, have also adopted certain philosophie theories of 
the Greeks? But all these are merely isolated signs 
of the movement which from the middle of the 
second century manifested itself to a much greater 
extent. Hitherto comparatively few had occupied 
themselves with Greek philosophy ; now the interest 
in that philosophy was more universally diffused. 
Greek philosophers come to Rome in order to try 

161 B.C). These authors tell 
us of another similar enact- 
ment: an edict of the censor 
Cn. Domitius Ahenobarbus and 
L. Licinius Crassus, in which 
they express their serious dis- 
pleasure with the teachers and 
frequenters of the newly-arisen 
Latin schools of rhetoricians on 
account of this departure from 
the consuetudo majorum. But, 
not to mention that the rhetores 
Latini, who were alone affected 

by this decree, according also 
to Cicero, De Orat. iii. 24, 93 sq., 

were only indirectly connected 
with Greek philosophy, the 
decree was not promulgated 
until the year 95 B.C., as we 
see from a comparison of Cicero, 
loc. cit. with i. 7, 24. Clinton, 
Fasti Hellen: dates itin 92 B.C; 

Pn fist; Nat. xxsv, 1895 

cf. Plut. 4m. P.6. The latter 
mentions among the Greeks 
with whom At milius surrounded 
his sons, grammarians, sophists, 
and rhetoricians. Pliny gives 
the more definite information, 

that after the victory over 
Perseus (168 B.C.) he requested 
from the Athenians a good 
painter and an able philosopher. 
They sent him  Metrodorus, 
who was both in one person. 
CL Phil. d. Gr. ILA. p.525: 

? Cicero praises his know- 
ledge of astronomy, Cic. Off. i. 
6, 19. According to Livy, xliv. 
37; and Plin. Hist. Nat. ii. 12, 
53, he foretold an eclipse of the 
sun before the battle of Pydna. 
A more detailed account of the 
authorities in regard to this 
event is given by Martin, Revue 
Archéolog. 1864, No. 3. 
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their fortune, or are sent for thither by distinguished 
men. Young Romans, desirous of playing a part in 

the state, or of gaining distinction in cultivated 

society, think that they cannot do without the 
instruction of a philosopher, and it’ soon became 
usual to seek this not only in Rome, but in Athens 

itself, the chief school of Greek science. Already 

the famous deputation of philosophers in the year 

156 B.C.) showed, by the extraordinary influenee 

whieh Carneades especially obtained, how favourably 

Greek philosophy was regarded in Rome; and 

though we should not overrate the effect of this 

passing event, we may, nevertheless, suppose that 

it gave a considerable impetus to the previously 

awakened interest in philosophy, and spread it abroad 

in wider circles. More permanent, no doubt, was the 

influence of the Stoic Panzetius during his residenee, 

prolonged as it would seem to have been for many 

years, in the capital of the Roman empire, he being 

a man peculiarly fitted by the character of his 

philosophy to effect an entrance for Stoicism among 

his Roman auditors.? Soon after him Caius Blossius 

of Cumæ, a disciple of Antipater the Stoic, was 

in. Rome, the friend and counsellor of Tiberius 

Graechus, who through him must likewise have 

! The authorities for this are of Gracchus (133 B.c.) Blossius 
cited Phil. d. Gr. II. ii. p. 928, was also in danger. He left 
1; cf, p. 498, 1; cf. Part III. ii Rome, and went into Asia 
p. 498, 1. Minor to Andronicus, after 

? Further details infra, chap- whose fall (130 B.C.) he killed 
ter iii. himself, A thorough examina- 

3 Plut. Tib. Gracch. 8, 17, tion of him is to be found in 
20; Val. Max. iv. 7, 1; Cicero, ‘Pemepi wept BAocaíov kal Aio$d- 
Lel.11,37. After themurder »vovs (Leipzig, 1873). Mean- 

CHAP. 

9 
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become acquainted with Stoicism.! And now that 

immigration of Greek learned men begins, which, 

in time, assumed greater and greater proportions.’ 

Among the Romans themselves, men who by 

their intellect and position were so decidedly 

pre-eminent as the younger Scipio Africanus, his 

friend the wise Lelius, L. Furius Philus and 

Tiberius Gracchus, took philosophic studies under 

their protection. With them are connected Scipio’s 

nephew Tubero, a disciple of Panætius, who, 

while he himself calls his work 
€pevvat kal eikacgíai, and the lat- 
ter so decidedly preponderate, 
that our historical knowledge 
of the man is scarcely extended 
by the treatise. 

! That Gracchus, through the 
care of his mother, had distin- 
guished Greeks for his instruc- 
tors (Cic. Brut: 97, 104^ ct, 
Plut. Tib. Gracch. 20) is well 
known. 

? Polybius (xxxii.10), however, 
relates that much earlier, when 
Scipio was only eighteen (166 
B.C.), he said to him and his 
brother: zepl wev yap rà paðhuaTa, 

mepl & viv ópà omovddcorras juas 
«ai piAoTimoupEvous, OÙK ATOPNTETE 

Ttv gcuvepynaóvrov viv éroluws, 
«al gol Kakeivw’ T0ÀU yap ÖN Tt 
pvarov amd tis ‘EAAdSos émippéov 
Óp® karà TÒ Tapüv TÕV TOLOÚTWV 
avOpérwy, which agrees with 
what is quoted supra, p. 7, 
note 4. 

3 Cicero, De Orat. ii. 37, 154 : 
Et certe non tulit ullos hec 
civitas aut gloria clariores, aut 
auctoritate graviores, aut hu- 

manitate politiores P. Africano, 
C. Lelio, L. Furio, qui secum 

' Grecia 
palam semper habuerunt. De 
Rep. ii. 3, 5: Quid P. Scipione, 
quid C. Leliv, quid L. Philo 
perfectius cogitari potest ? qui 

. ad domesticum majorumque 
morem etiam hane a Socrate ad- 
venticiam doctrinam adhibue- 
runt. Cicero there puts the sub- 
stance of Carneades’ discourse 
against justice, which he him- 
self had heard, into the mouth 
of Furius Philus, while he 
makes him at the same time 
folow the Academic philoso- 
pher in the consuetudo contra- 
rias in partes disserendi; loc. 
Cit 0. 5, 8 409.5 Lact. Tnstosv: 
14. Concerning the connection 
of Scipio and  Lalius with 
Panetius we shall have to 
speak later on. Lelius, ac- 
cording to Cic. Fin: H8 24; 
had also attended the lectures 
of Diogenes, which we must, 

no doubt, connect with his 
presence in Rome in the year 
156 B.C. 

* Q. #lius Tubero, through 
his mother a grandson of 
JEmilius Paulus, was a very 
zealous. Stoic, who carried out 

eruditissimos homines ex 
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with the sons-in-law of Lælius, Quintus Mucius 

Scævola,! and Caius Fannius,’ P. Rutilius Rufus,’ 

Lucius Ælius Stilo, and others, open the long 

his principles in his life, not 
without exaggeration. Cf. con- 
cerning him Cic. Brut. 31, 117 ; 
De Orat. iii. 23, 87; Pro Mur. 
36, 75 sq.; Acad. ii. 44, 135; 
Tuse. iv. 2, 4 ; Sen. Lp. 95, 72 sq. ; 
98, 13; 104, 21; 120,19; Plut. 
Luculli. 39; Pompon. De Orig. 
Juris, i. 40; Gell. JV. A. i. 22, 
7; xiv. 2, 20; Val. Max. vii. 
5,1. Cic. Off. iii. 15, 63, men- 
tions a treatise of Hecato ad- 
dressed to him, and another of 
Panstius, ibid. Acad. ii. 44, 
135; Tuso. iv. 2, 4; against 
which the pseudo-Plutarch, De 
Nobilit. 18, 3, is not any his- 
torical testimony ; cf. Bernays, 
Dial. d. Arist. 140. 

1 One of the most celebrated 
of the ancient jurists and 
founders of scientific jurispru- 
dence among the Romans ( Bern- 
hardy, Grundr. d. Rom. Lit. 
676, &c.), son-in-law of Laelius 
(Cic. De Orat.i.9, 35). Accord- 
ing to Cicero, he had heard 
Panetius lecture, and (J. e. 10, 
43) he calls the Stoics Stoici 
nostri. 

? C. Fannius, son of Marcus, 
son-in-law of Laelius, was 
brought by Lelius to hear 
Pansetius (Cic. Brut. 26, 101), 
and is designated by Cicero 
(Brut. 31, 18) as a Stoic. 
Cicero often mentions an his- 
torical work composed by him. 
Similarly Plut. Tib. Gracch. 4. 
With regard to his consulate, 
cf. id. C. Gracch. 8, 11, 12. 

3 This is the Rutilius who 
was famous for his services in 

war (Val. Max. ii. 3,2; Sallust, 
Jug. 54, 56 sq.), but princi- 
pally for the purity of his 
character. On account of the 
impartiality with which, as 
proconsul, he defended the in- 
habitants of Asia Minor against 
the extortions of the Roman 
equites, one of the most shame- 
less sentences of banishment 
was passed upon him, which he 
bore with the cheerfulness of a 
sage. He went to Smyrna, 

where he died, having refused 
to return, which was offered him 
by Sulla. Cf. on this subject 
Cic. Brut. 30, 115; N. D. iii. 
82, 80; im ` Pison. 39, 95; 
Rabir. Post. 10, 27 ; Pro Balbo, 
11, 28 (cf. Tacit. Ann. iv. 43); 
Sen.*Eyp. 24, 4; 79, 14; 82, 11; 
Benef. vi. 97, 2, &c.; Val. 
Max. ii. 10, 5, &c. Cicero 
(Brut. 30, 114) calls him doctus 
vir et Graecis literis eruditus, 
Panetii auditor, prope perfec- 
tus in Stoicis. Concerning his 
admiration of his teacher 
Panetius and his acquain- 
tance with Posidonius, cf. Cic. 
Off. iii. 2,10. He left behind 
him memorials and historical 
works: vide Bernbardy, loc. cit. 
203, 506; also Cicero, Fin. i. 
3, 7. 

t Vide concerning this phi- 
losopher, the predecessor and 
teacher of Varro, Cic. Brut. 56, 
205 sq.; also Acad.i. 2, 8; Ad 
Herenn. iv. 12; Bernhardy, 
loc. cit. 857. 

* Such as Marcus Vigellius 
(Cic. Orat. iii. 21, 78) and Sp. 
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series of Roman Stoics.  Epicureanism, at the 

same time, obtained a still wider diffusion, having, 

through books written in Latin, gained entrance 

at an earlier period than the other systems, even 

among those who had not received a Greek edu- 

cation. Somewhat later the Academic and Peri- 

patetic schools, whose principles could not have 

remained unknown to the hearers of Pantius, were 

represented by celebrated teachers in Rome. Among 

the Platonists Philo is the first whose presence in 

Rome is known to us (irrespective of the deputation 

of philosophers); of the Peripatetics, Staseas.? But 

already, at a much earlier period, Clitomachus had 

dedicated works to two Romans ;? and Carneades 

himself, we are told, was sought out in Athens by 
Roman travellers. Soon after the beginning of 

the first century before Christ, Posidonius (vide 

infra) visited the metropolis of the world; before 

the middle of the same century we encounter there 

Mummius, brother of the con- 
queror of Corinth, who, to judge 
by the date (Cic. Brut. 25, 94), 
must also haveowed his Stoicism 
to Panstius. 
ide Clos Tuse 19 2. D 

Itaque illius vere elegantisque 
philosophie (the Stoic, Peripa- 
tetic, and Academic)... nulla 
Sere sunt aut pauca admodum 
Latina monumenta . . . cum in- 
terim illis silentibus C. Ama- 
finius extitit dicens, &c, 

2 Further details, infra. 
Philo came to Rome in 88 B.C. 
Staseas, as we find from Cie. 
De Orat. i. 22, 104, appeared 
there in 92 B.C. 

* To the poet Lucilius (148 
102 B.C), and previously to 
L. Censorinus, who was consul 

in 149 B.0:5 C6. Aedd: 192) 
102. 

* So much truth may un- 
derlie the statement of Cicero 
(De Orat. iii. 18, 68) even 
supposing the statement itself 
to be untrue that Q. Metellus 
(Numidicus) as a young man 
listened to the aged Carneades 
for several days in Athens. 
Respecting Catulus' relation to 
Carneades, cf. the last pages of 
the chapter on Carneades, Phil. 
daro Rant Hu 
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the Epicureans Philodemus and Syro. Mean- 
while, it was already at this time very common for 
Roman youths to seek Greek science at its fountain- 
head, and for the sake of their studies to betake 
themselves to the principal seats of that science, 
and especially to Athens? At the commencement 
of the imperial era, at any rate, Rome swarmed 
with Greek savants of every kind,? and among these 
were many who were not merely turning to account 
a superficial knowledge in a mechanical manner ; 4 
while contemporaneously in various places of the west 
the philosophy of Greece became naturalised together 
with other sciences, and from these centres spread 
itself still further. With the knowledge of Greek 
philosophy, that of Greek literature went naturally 
hand in hand, and from the time of Lucretius and 
Cicero a Roman literature sprang up at its side, 

! Phil. d. Gr. Part III. i. 374. 
? The best known examples 

are those of Cicero and Atticus, 
but we shall meet with many 
others later on. For the gene- 
ral practice, cf. Cic. Fin. v. 1, 
where Cicero describes his own 
life in Athens with companions 
in study (77 B.C.) ; and in re- 
gard to a somewhat later time, 
Acad. i. 2, 8, where he says to 
Varro: Sed meos amicos, in 
quibus est studium, in Greciam 
mitto, ut ea a fontibus potius 
hawriant, quam rivulos consec- 
tentur. 

3 The fact is notorious ; for 
examples cf. Strabo, xiv. 5, 15, 
p. 675. Tapréwv yàp kal 'AXc£av- 
Opécv weorh dort (3) '"Póum]. 

* Several Greek philosophers 

of the time of Augustus and 
Tiberius, residing in Rome, will 
come before us further on. 

^ The most important of 
these was the ancient Greek 
city Massilia, of which Strabo 
(iv. 1, 5, p. 181) says: mávres 
yap oi xaplevres mpòs vb Aéyew 
TpérovTrai kal $uAocoÓei. An 
early colony of Greek culture 
in Gaul, this city had now 
made such advances that noble 
Romans pursued their studies 
here instead of in Athens. 

* That these two were the 
first noteworthy writers on 
philosophy in the Latin tongue 
is certain; the few earlier at- 
tempts (cf. III. i. 372, 2) seem 
to have been very unsatisfac- 
tory. Both, moreover, expressly 
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which was scarcely inferior to the contemporary 

Greek, though not to be compared with the earlier, 

either in scientific acumen or creative individuality. 

At the beginning of this movement, the Romans 
were related to the Greeks merely as disciples who 
adopted and imitated the science of their teachers ; 

and, to a certain degree, this relation continued 

throughout its whole course ; for in Rome the scien- 

tific genius and spirit never attained even to so 

much force and self-dependence as in Greece it had 

still preserved in the latter period. But in the end 

this influence of Greek philosophy could not remain 

without a reaction on itself. Though Romans by 

birth, like Cicero and Lucretius, might rehabilitate 

Greek science for their countrymen; and Greek 

philosophers, like Panztius and Antiochus, might 

lecture to the Romans, in both cases it was unavoid- 

able that the character of their presentations should 
be more or less determined by regard to the spirit 

and requirements of their Roman hearers and readers. 

Even the purely Greek schools of philosophy in 

Athens, Rhodes, and other places, could not free them- 

selves from this determining influence, on account 
of the great number of young Romans of position 

who visited them; for it was naturally from these 

habuit lumen literarum Lati- 
narum .. . im quo eo magis 
nobis est elaborandum, quod 

claim for themselves this 
honour, cf. Lucr. v. 336: Hane 

(the Epicurean doctrine) pri- 
mus cum primis ipse repertus 
nune ego sum in patrias qui 
possim vertere voces. Cic. Tuse. 
i. 9, 5 : Philosophia jacuit usque 
ad hanc «tatem nec ullum 

multi jam esse libri Latini di- 
cuntur scripti inconsiderate ab 
optimis illis quidem viris, sed 
non satis eruditis. 
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scholars that honour and profit mostly accrued to 

the teachers. Of still higher importance, however, 

than these considerations must be rated the uncon- 

scious influence of the Roman spirit; not merely 

upon the Romans who pursued philosophy, but also . 

upon the Greek philosophers in the Roman empire ; 

for, however great the superiority of Greek culture 

over Roman, however complete the literary depen- 

dence of the conquerors upon the conquered, it was 

inevitable that Greece, too, should receive spiritual 

influence from her proud scholars, and that the 

astuteness and force of will to which, in spite of 

science, she had succumbed, should necessarily 

acquire considerable value as compared with that 

science in the eyes of the subjugated nations. It 

was consistent with the Roman spirit, however, to 

estimate the worth of philosophy, as of all other 

things, primarily according to the standard of prac- 

tical utility; and, on the contrary, to ascribe no 

importance to scientific opinions as such, when no 

great influence on human life was perceptible in 

them. From this source sprang those prejudices 

against philosophy, which at first led even to magis- 
terial interposition.! 

1 Cf. on this subject what 
Plutarch (Cato Maj. 22) relates 
of Cato’s behaviour to the em- 
bassy of philosophers as to 
whom he feared from the outset 
Bh TÒ pirddtimov evraida Tpéjav- 
Tes of véot thy éml TG Aéyew 
Oótav ayarhowot maddAov THs ard 
TOV Epywy kal TÔu eTpaTei@y, and 
whom, after he had heard the 

The same point of view was 

contents of their lectures, he 
advised should be sent away as 
quickly as possible. Also id. 
ap. Gell. xviii. 7, 3; Nepos ap. 
Lactant. iii. 15, 10; and the 
edict of the censors quoted 
supra, p. 7, note 4, which cen- 
sures the rhetorical schools : ibi 
homines adolescentulos totos dies 
desidere. To the Roman states- 
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also, however, maintained even in the pursuit and 

study of philosophy. So far as philosophy was con- 

cerned merely with scientific questions, it could 
scarcely be regarded as anything more than a re- 
spectable recreation; it only attained to more 

serious value in the eyes of the Roman, inasmuch 

as it proved itself an instrument of practical educa- 

tion. The strengthening of moral principles and 

the training for the calling of orator and statesman, 

these are the aspects which primarily and principally 

recommended philosophic studies to his attention. 

But on this very account he was necessarily inclined 

to treat them with reference to these points of view. 

He cared little for the scientific establishment and 
logical development of a philosophic system ; that 

which alone, or almost alone, concerned him was its 

practical utility; the strife of schools, he thought, 
turned mostly on non-essential things, and he him- 

self could not therefore hesitate to select from the 

various systems, careless of the deeper interconnec- 
tion of particular definitions, that which seemed to him 

serviceable. The proconsul Gellius, who made the 

well-meaning proposal to the philosophers in Athens 

that they should amicably settle their points of 

difference, and offered himself as mediator,! expressed 

the truly Roman conception of philosophy, though 

somewhat too candidly. Though the influence of 

this standpoint would doubtless have affected Greek 

man and soldier philosophy ! Cic. Legg. i. 20, 53. Gellius 
must naturally have appeared was consul in 682 A.U.C.— 7? 
even greater waste of time B.C. Vide Clinton, Fasti Hellen. 
than rhetoric. for that year. 
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philosophy very little had it been exerted at an 

earlier period, it was quite otherwise when philo- 

sophy had itself taken the direction which especi- 

ally corresponded with the Roman nature. When 

the internal condition of the philosophic schools, 

and especially the last important phenomenon in this 
sphere—the doctrine of Carneades—already led to 

eclecticism, it must necessarily have developed itself 
only the more speedily and successfully through the 
concurrence of internal motives with external in- 
fluences. 

But although this eclecticism primarily appears 
merely as the product of historical relations, which 
rather conduced to the external connection than to 
the internal harmonising of different standpoints, it 
is not wholly without a characteristic principle, 
which till then had not existed in this form. If we 
enquire according to what point of view the doctrines 
of the different systems were chosen, we find it was 
not sufficient to maintain those doctrines in which 
all were agreed; for the eclectics would then have 
been limited to a very few propositions of indefinite 
universality. But even the practical utility of 
theories could not be considered as the final mark 
of their truth; for the practical problem of mankind, 
and the way of its solution was itself a main object 
of the strife; the question was therefore, by what 
standard practical aims and relations should them- 
selves be determined? This standard could only 
be ultimately sought in immediate consciousness, 
If it be required that the individual shall choose 
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out of the various systems that which is true for his 

own use, this presupposes that each man carries in 

himself the standard for decision between true and 

false, and that truth is directly given to man in his 

self-consciousness ; and it is precisely in this pre- 

supposition, that the individuality and importance 

of the eclectic philosophy seem chiefly to lie. 

Plato had indeed assumed that the soul brought 

with it from a previous life into its present existence 

the consciousness of ideas; and similarly the Stoics 

had spoken of conceptions which are implanted in 

man by nature; but neither Plato nor the Stoics 

had thereby intended to teach an immediate know- 

ledge in the strict sense of the term; for the re- 

miniscence of ideas coincides in Plato with the dialec- 

tic forming of conceptions, and arises, according to 

him, by means of the moral and scientific activities 

which he regards as preliminary stages of philosophy; 

and the natural conceptions of the Stoics are not, as 
has already been shown, innate ideas; but, like scien- 

tific thoughts, are derived merely in a natural manner 
from experience. Knowledge here also has to de- 

velop itself from experience, and is attained and 

conditioned by intercourse with things. This attain- 

ment of knowledge was first denied by scepticism, 

which declared the relation of our conceptions to 
the things conceived to be unknowable, and made 

all our convictions exclusively dependent upon sub- 

jective bases. But if in this way, not a knowledge 

of the truth, but only belief in probability can be 

established, this belief takes the place of knowledge 
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in him who has despaired of knowledge: and so 

there results, as the natural product of scepticism, 

reliance on that which is given to man directly in his 
self-consciousness, and is certain before all scientific 

enquiry; and this, as we shall find in Cicero and 

others, is the last foot-hold in the eclectic fluctua- 

tion among the various theories.! Now, we can 

ascribe, it is true, to this principle of immediate 

knowledge only a very limited value. What it main- 

tains is at bottom merely this: that the final decision 
concerning the questions of philosophy belongs to 

unphilosophic consciousness; and though the uni- 

versal thought that every truth has to approve itself 

to human self-consciousness is entirely established, 

yet this thought is here introduced under a per- 

verted and one-sided aspect, and the whole pre- 

supposition of an immediate knowledge is untrue; 

closer observation shows that these supposed im- 

mediate and innate ideas have likewise been formed 

by manifold intermediate processes, and that it is only 

a deficiency of clear scientific consciousness, which 

makes them appear as immediately given. This 

return to the directly certain is so far to be regarded 

primarily as a sign of scientific decay, an involuntary 

evidence of the exhaustion of thought. But at the 

same time it presents one aspect which is not with- 

! The eclecticism of the last 
century B.C. stands in this 
respect to the preceding scepti- 
cism in a similar relation to 
that which in modern times 
the philosophy of the Scottish 
school bore to Hume; it can- 

not be regarded, any more than 
the Scottish philosophy, as a 
mere reaction of dogmatism 
against doubt, but it is, like 
the Scottish philosophy, itself 
a product of doubt. 

c2 
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out importance for the further course of philosophic 

development. As the interior of man is regarded as 

the place where the knowledge of the most essential 

truth originally has its seat, it is herein maintained 

in opposition tothe Stoic and Epicurean sensualism, 

that in self-consciousness a specific source of know- 

ledge ig given: and though this higher knowledge 

is something actual, a fact of inner experience— 

though this rationalism, so far, again resolves itself 

into the empiricism of direct consciousness, yet it is 

no longer the mere perception from which all truth is 

derived. This appeal to the immediately certain may, 

therefore, be regarded as a reaction against the sen- 

sualistie empiricism of the preceding systems. But 

because it does not go beyond the internally given, 

as such, and is nevertheless wanting in any deeper 

scientific establishment and development, philosophic 

convictions are not recognised actually in their origin 

from the hnman mind, but appear as something be- 

stowed on man by a power standing above him ; and 

thus innate knowledge forms the transition to that 

form of philosophy which only goes back to self-con- 

sciousness, in order to receive in it the revelation of 

God. How the belief in external revelations and the 

leaning of philosophy to positive religion are allied 

to this, will be shown later on; at present it is 

enough to remark that, as a matter of fact,=itia 

Plutarch, an Apuleius, a Maximus, a Numenius, and 

generally among the Platonists of the first two 

centuries after Christ, eclecticism and the philosophy 

of revelation went hand in hand. 
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But as eclecticism in this aspect bore within it 

the germ of the mode of thought which so powerfully 

developed itself subsequently in Neo-Platonism ; 
from another point of view it also contained the 

scepticism, to which in great part it owed its own 

origin. For that dissatisfaction which will not allow 

thought to be at peace in any definite system, has 

its ultimate basis in this: that it has not fully over- 

come doubt in the truth of dogmatic systems, that 

it cannot refuse to recognise doubt as to certain 

particulars, even though it does not approve of it 

in principle. Scepticism is consequently not merely 

one of the causes which have conditioned the 

development of eclecticism; eclecticism has it 

continually within itself as a phase of its own exis- 

tence; and its own behaviour tends to keep it 

awake; the eclectic vacillation between different 

systems is nothing else than the unrest of sceptical 

thought, a little moderated by belief in the original 

consciousness of truth, the utterances of which are 

to be brought together out of the many and various 

scientific theories. The more superficially, however, 

doubt was stilled by a mode of philosophising so 

devoid of principle, the less was it to be expected that 

it should be for ever silenced. If the truth which 

could be found in no individual system was to be 

gleaned out of all systems, it required only moderate 

attention to perceive that the fragments of various 

systems would not allow themselves to be so directly 

united—that each philosophical proposition has its 

definite meaning only in its interconnection with 
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some definite system; while, on the other hand, 

. propositions from different systems, like the systems 

themselves, mutually exclude one another: that 

the contradiction of opposite theories annuls their 

authority, and that the attempt to make a basis out 
of the harmonising propositions of the philosophers, 

as recognised truth, is wrecked on the fact of their 

disagreement. Therefore after the scepticism of the 

Academy had been extinguished in the eclecticism 

of the first century before Christ, doubt arose anew 

in the school of /Enesidemus to lose itself only in the 

third century, simultaneously with all other theories, 

in Neo-Platonism ; and no argument has greater 

weight with these new sceptics than that which the 

precedent of eclecticism readily furnished to them: 

the impossibility of knowledge is shown by the 

contradiction of the systems of philosophy; the 
pretended harmony of these systems has resolved 

itself into the perception of their mutual incom- 

patibility. 
Justifiable, however, as the renewal of scepticism 

appears in relation to the uncritical eclectie treat- 

ment of philosophy, it could no longer attain the 

importance which it had had in the school of the 
new academy. The exhaustion of thought which 

can be shown even in this later scepticism, made a 

positive convietion too necessary, to allow many to 

return to pure doubt. If, therefore, the belief in 

the truth of the systems hitherto in vogue was 
shaken, and if even their eclectie combination could 

not entirely satisfy, while strength was wanting for 
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the independent production of a new system; the 

general result was only that thought began to long 

more and more for a source of knowledge lying 

outside itself and science as hitherto existing ; 

which was sought partly in the inner revelation of 

the Deity and partly in religious tradition. Thus 

the way was entered upon, which Neo-Platonism 

in the next period more definitely pursued, and so 

opened the last epoch of Greek philosophy. 

CHAP, 
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CHAPTER II. 

ECLECTICISM IN THE SECOND AND FIRST CENTURIES 

BEFORE CHRIST. THE EPICUREANS. ASCLEPIADES. 

OF the schools of philosophy which had still main- 

tained themselves on the theatre of history up to 

the middle of the second century before Christ, that 

of the Epicureans was, to all appearance, least affected 

by the scientific movement of the time. Though 

its juxtaposition with other intellectual tendencies 

had left upon it some traces, it does not seem to 
have been influenced by any of these tendencies in 

a deeper and more permanent manner. We must, 
no doubt, suppose that even the refutation of the 

objections which encountered the Epicurean doctrine 

on all sides, gave occasion to some new phases in 
the conception and establishment of it; that the 

system perhaps was further developed or modified in 

certain subordinate points by one and another of its 

adherents, and that alien doctrines may bave been 

more thoroughly investigated by them than by 

Epicurus himself. But when we have followed up 

all the traces which might seem to indicate that 

individual disciples of Epicurus had departed, either 

formally or materially, from their master,! the sum 

! A collection and examina- which we cannot but acknow- 

tion of these—the value of ledge, though we may not 
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total of such departures which can be historically 

proved is so inconsiderable that the well-known 

judgments of Seneca and Numenius concerning the 

orthodoxy of the Epicureans! scarcely suffers any 

limitation from them. We learn from Cicero? that 

the theory of Epicurus was not seldom conceived by 

his Roman compatriots as if he had ascribed an 

independent value to intellectual culture and to 

virtue ; but Cicero himself adds, that this opinion is 

to be found in no scientific representative of the 

Epicurean philosophy. He tells us of some Epi- 

cureans of his time who separated themselves from 

Epicurus‘ by their theory of a disinterested love to 

friends. It is doubtful, however, whether this 

should be regarded as a radical deviation from the 

Eudæmonism of Epicurus; the statement in ques- 

tion only asserts that friends may be loved for their 

own sake, even when they bring us no advantage ; ? 

but this does not exclude the idea that love to them 

is based upon the pleasure secured by intercourse 

agree with all the inferences 
and conjectures deduced from 
them— has been undertaken by 
Hirzel, Untersuchungen zu Cic. 
i. 165-190, in connection with 
Düning, De Metrodori vita et 
scriptis, p. 18 sqq. 

! Phil. der Gr. III. i. p. 879, 4. 
3 Fin. 1. 7, 25; 17,. 65; cf. 

Phil. der Gv. III. i. 445, 2. 
* Quos quidem (he makes 

Torquatus, i. 17, 55, observe 
respecting them) video esse 
multos sed imperitos. 

4 Phil. der Gv. III. i. 460, 2. 
Hirzel, oc. cit. 170 sg., supposes 

these ‘later philosophers’ to 
be Siro and Philodemus; but 
though this idea is not improb- 
able in itself, it cannot be ascer- 
tained whether it has any foun- 
dation. 

5 Cic. Fin. i. 20, 69, thus ex- 
presses it: Primos congressus 
(and so forth) fieri propter 
voluptatem, cum autem usus 
progrediens familiaritatem effe- 
cerit, tum amorem efflorescere 
tantum, ut, etiam si nulla sit 
utilitas ex amicitia, tamen ipsi 
amici propter se ipsos amentur. 
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with them.! Suchadifference cannot be considered 
of much importance. Nor are we justified in 

ascribing an alteration of the Epicurean theology 

to Philodemus, though he may, perhaps, have carried 

it further in certain particulars than Epicurus him- 

self:? and though many deviations from pure 

Epicureanism are perceptible? in Lucretius, on 

closer inspection they will be found to refer to traits 

which merely concern the form of the poetic pre- 

sentation, but do not affect the scientific theories.‘ 

! In. the amare propter se 
ipsos, as opposed to the love 
because of utility, there lies 
nothing more than the con- 
ception of an affection based 
upon delight in the person of a 
friend, and not merely on a 
calculation of benefits. But 
such an affection can also be 
based on the motive of plea- 
sure. To this only the further 
argument can be applied: 
Etenim si loca, si fana, si urbes, 
si gymnasia, si campum, si 
canes, si equos ludicra exercendi 
aut venandi consuetudine ad- 
amare solemus, quanto id in 
hominum consuetudine facilius 
fieri potuerit et justius ! 

2 Phil der Gr AL, 12425, 1. 
* Ritter, 1v. 89-1006. 
* Ritter thinks (p. 94) that 

Nature and her component 
parts are described by Lucre- 
tius at times in a much more 
vivid, and at times in a much 
more detailed manner, than 
the lifeless and uniform physics 
of the Epicureans would seem 
to have permitted. Nature is 
coneeived by Lucretius as a 
Unity, which rules absolutely 

over all. The sun is described 
as an essence which generates 
the births of the world; the 
earth, in animated language, as 
the mother of living creatures ; 
even the conjecture that the 
stars are living beings he does 
not cast aside (v. 523 8qq.). 
This last, however, according 

to v. 122 sgq., cannot be his 
own opinion. What he really 
says is only the same that 
Epicurus (ap. Diog. x. 112) also 
expresses in one of his hypo- 
thetical explanations of Nature 
with reference to earlier theories 
(Phil. der Gr. 1. 245). Concern- 
ing the remaining points, Ritter 
himself remarks that the de- 
scriptions of the poet can only 
be intended figuratively ; and 
this is the case with the pas- 
sages which perhaps would be 
most surprising toan Epicurean 
(v. 534 sqq.), where Lucretius 
defends the Epicurean theory 
that the earth is borne up by 
the air (Diog. x. 74) with the 
observation that the air is not 
oppressed by the earth, because 
the earth was originally of one 
piece with it, just as the weight 
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The same may be said of other philosophers among 

the later Epicureans concerning whom tradition has 

told us something. It may be that Zeno of Sidon 
appropriated to himself in the school of Carneades ! 

a more dialectie method, a mode of argument going 

more aeutely and thoroughly into details than we 

find in Epicurus ;? or that Apollodorus? was superior 

to Epicurus in historical knowledge and interest ; 4 

of our limbs is no burden to 
us. Though this strongly re- 
minds us of the Stoic sympathy 
of the universe, Lucretius will 
have nothing to do with that 
theory, and consequently desig- 
nates the parts of the world 
only as quasi membra. ln any 
case this thought is without 
result for the rest of his doc- 
trine of Nature. He rather 
maintains, as his own opinion, 
the unity of Nature in the 
same sense as Epicurus—i.e. in 
the sense of an interdependence 
brought about by the identity 
of physical and mechanical 
laws. Moreover, the doctrine 
of the spontaneous movement 
of the atoms (Lucr. ii. 133, 251 
sqq.) is Epicurean; and if, on 
the other hand, Lucretius is 
distinguished from Epicurus by 
maintaining more firmly the 
conformity to law of natural 
phenomena (Ritter, 97), we 
have already heard (Phil. der 
Gr. III. i. 397, 1) the explana- 
tion of Epicurus, which is con- 
firmed by his whole system, 
that unconditional necessity 
rules in universal causes, if 
even individual phenomena 
admit of various constructions. 
That Lucretius (ii. 333 sgg.), 

departing from Epicurus, as- 
sumes as many original figures 
of the atoms as there are atoms 
(Ritter, p. 101) is decidedly a 
misapprehension, expressly con- 
tradicted by the passage ii. 
478 sqq. (which Ritter mis- 
understands). How little the 
ethics also of the Roman Epi- 
curean differed from those of 
the ancient Epicurean it would 
be easy to show from the points 
adduced by Ritter, p. 104 $4. 
The agreement of Lucretius 
with Epicurus has now been 
expounded in the most thorough 
manner by Woltjer in the trea- 
tise quoted, Phil. der Gr. III. 
i. 363, 1. 

! Cf. 7. c. IIL. i. 373, 2. 
? As Hirzel conjectures, loc. 

cit. 176 sqq., appealing to 
Cicero, Fin. i. 9, 31; Tusce. iii. 
17, 38; N.D. i. 18, 46 sq. 

3 The xn worvpayvos discussed 
in Phil. der Gr. III. i. 373. 

* Hirzel, 183 $4., who asserts, 
in support of this, that Apol- 
lodorus (according to Diog. vii. 
181; x. 13) had composed a 
cuvayeyn So'yu&rwv, and perhaps 
had justified in it the judg- 
ment of Epicurus on Leucippus 
(Phil. der Gr. I. 842, 6). 

2r 
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we also find Demetrius meeting an objection of 

Carneades with an answer which leads us to suppose 
that this Epicurean had gained in logical training 

through the dialectic of the Academy.’ But that 

either of these philosophers in any definition of 

doctrine materially diverged from the doctrine of 

their master is not maintained in any quarter. 
When Diogenes in his catalogue mentions certain 

men who were called Sophists by the genuine Epi- 

cureans, we have no reason to consider these Sophists 

as more than isolated offshoots of the school, or to 

argue from their appearance any deeply seated dis- 

agreements within it, or any change in its general 

character.? 

1 In the exposition (men- 
tioned in Part III. i. 371, 4) ap. 
Sext. Math. viii. 348, where he 
maintains, in opposition to the 
statement about argumentation 
discussed at p. 504, and in har- 
mony with the distinction of 
yevikh and eiBuci] awddekis, that 
whenever a valid separate proof 
is adduced, the admissibility of 
the argument is at once shown. 
To him also, perhaps, belongs 
what is quoted by Sextus, viii. 
330; in any ease it shows what 
influence the objections of Car- 
neades had made even upon the 
Epicureans. 

2 The wordsin Diog.x. 25 pro- 
ceed thus: {after the enumeration 
of several immediate disciples 
of Epicurus) kal obrot uev EAAóvyi- 
uoi, av iv kal MoAvotpatos ... ov 
8.e8étaro Aiovóctos, bv BactAcldns. 

xai “AmoAAddwpos 8 ó knmotipay- 
yos yéyovev AAYOS, 0s brép TA 
zeTpakdora auveypave Birla’  bvo 

T€ WroAeuato "AAetavbpets, 0 7€ 
méAas kal ó Aevkós. Züvev 0 ó 
ZXibdvios akpoatys ' AmoAXoBdpov, 

moAvypapos avnp kal Amufyrpios 
ó érucA meis Adkev, Atoyevns 0 ó 
TapaeUs 6 Tas ÈTLAÉKTOUS o XoA&s 
ovyypavas, kal 'Qplev kal ardor 
obs of yynoto ’Emikovpetot copio- 
Tas &vokaAoUciy. Hirzel (lee. 
eit. 180. sgg.) believes “that 
those named Sophists by the 
true Epicureans must include 
all the men here men- 
tioned, from Apollodorus on- 
wards, and therefore Apol- 
lodorus himself, the two Ptole- 
mei, Zeno of Sidon, &c. But 
this is very improbable, even 
from the mode of expression. 
Had such been the meaning of 
the writer, he must at least 
have said: mdávras 86 robTovs oi 
yvhoor Emikovpetot copioTas àmo- 
kaAovow; and if he wished to 
express himself clearly even 
this would have been insuffi- 
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‘The famous physician, Asclepiades of Bithynia,! 

stands in another relation to the Epicurean school. 

He is not expressly enumerated among its members 

by any of the authors who mention him, but his 

theories would certainly lead us to suppose that he 

had some connection with the school. 

cient. He must have written: 
Tov O6 ' AToAAÓ0cpov kal rovs per 
abrby of yvhowr — "Emucobpeiot 
gopioras &mokaAoUciw, As it is, 
we can only refer the words 
obs &mokaAo)0ciw either to the 
&AXo: alone, or to the &Ao and 
the names immediately pre- 
ceding them, Orion and Dio- 
genes. Diogenes may in this 
case be the same person men- 
tioned by Strabo, xiv. 5, 15; 
but this is not necessarily the 
case, as Strabo does not de- 
scribe Diogenes as an Epicu- 
rean, and in the enumera- 
tion of the philosophers of 
Tarsus, the Epicurean Diogenes 
may have been passed over, as 
well as the far more celebrated 
Stoic Zeno, But the positive 
arguments against the suppo- 
sition of Hirzel are still more 
decisive. According to this, 
the Epicurean with whom the 
mention of Diogenes originates 
must have pointed out a whole 
series of Epicurean philoso- 
phers, whom he himself calls 
èààóyimor as men who were 
named Sophists by the genuine 
Epicureans, and consequently 
members of the school who had 
become unfaithful to its true 
spirit. How is this conceivable ? 
As éAAdyiuo1, he bad previously 
mentioned Metrodorus, Her- 
marchus, Polyzenus, &c.—in a 
word, the most loyal disciples 

He is at one 

of Epicurus; and is it likely 
that he would immediately 
after apply the same predicate 
to those who were not acknow- 
ledged by the genuine Epicu- 
reans as belonging to their 
number? This is in itself very 
improbable, but the improb- 
ability becomes greater still 
when we find that among these 

CHAP. 

II. 

Ascle- 
piades the 
physician 
not an 

Epicu- 
rean, 
but shows 
affinities 
with the . 
school, 

Sophists are two of the most ` 
distinguished leaders, Apol- 
lodorus and Zeno. Hirzel has 
just before (p. 170) shown that 
only Epicureans of the purest 
type were selected as overseers 
of the school; and we can all 
the less concede to him that an 
Apollodorus anda Zeno—the for- 
mer, as his designation proves, 
a highly-esteemed head of the 
school; the latter regarded by 
Cicero and Philodemus as one 
of the first Epicurean authori- 
ties—could have been, in the 
judgment of the yvfow only 
pseudo-Epicurean Sophists. 

! This physician, whose theo- 
ries are constantly mentioned 
in the Placita ascribed to Plu- 
tarch, and in the writings of 
Galen, is counted by the pseudo- 
Galen, Zsag. c. 4, vol. xiv. 683 K, 
as one of the leaders of the 
logical school of physicians. 
According to Sext. Math. vii. 
20 sq., he was a contemporary 
of Antiochus of Ascalon. Vide 
p. 30, note 1. 
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with the Epicurean sensualism! in his statement 

that the sensible perception gives a true image of 

the thing perceived, but that reason, on the con- 

trary, is not an independent source of knowledge, 

borrows all its content from perception, and has 

to be verified by perception.’ In connection with 

this he found reason superfluous,’ as an integral part 

of the soul, herein going beyond Epicurus: the 

soul, he said, was only the whole compounded of 

all the senses collectively ; * to which he gave as 

! Sext. Math. vii. 201. That 
there were also some who de- 
clared sensations to be the 
criterion of truth, Antiochus 
shows in these words: &AAos Bé 
Tris èv TH latpikh pèv ovddevds 
devrepos, &mróuevos SE kai pido- 
coplas, émeleTo Tas u&v aiaOfoets 
bvrws kal GAnOas ayTiAjWers elvat, 

Adyw 56 unbév Aws Nuas kaTa- 
AauBavew. Here Asclepiades the 
contemporary of Antiochus can 
alone be referred to. 

2 This and nothing else can 
be the real opinion of Ascle- 
piades, on which the statement, 
Adyw pndev jas kara^auBáveiw, 
is based, for he, like Epicurus, 
denominated his atoms vonrol, 
Adyw 0copnrol (infra, p. 31n. 5), 
and also believed in an intellec- 
tual knowledge of the hidden 
by means of inferences from the 
perceived. Vide infra, note 4. 

3 Sext. Math. vii. 202: 'AakAqm- 

middny Tov larpüv . . . avaipovvTa 
pev TO hyenovikóv. — Ibid. 380, 
he says: od3€ Aws bmdpxew 71i 
hyepovikóv. Tert. De an. 15: 
Messenius aliquis Diccarchus, 
ex medicis autem Andreas et 
Asclepiades ita abstulerunt 

principale, dum in animo ipso 
volunt esse sensus, quorum vin- 
dicatur principale, in favour of 
which Asclepiades argues that 
many animals live for a time 
without head or heart (the two 
parts regarded as seats of the 
Tyesovikóv). See next note. 

4 This conception results 
from the passage in Tertullian, 
which therefore compares Ascle- 
piades with Dicwarchus; and 
still more distinctly from Cel. 
Aurel De Morb. acut. i. 14 
(quoted by Fabric. on Sext. 
Math. vii. 380): Asclepiades 

reqnum anime aliqua parte con- 
stitutum (a $yeuovikóv dwelling 
in a definite part of the body) 
negat. Etenim nihil aliud esse 
dicit animam quam sensuum 
omnium cætum: intellectum 
autem occultarum vel latentium 
rerum per solubilem fieri motum 
sensuum, qui ab accidentibus 
sensibilibus atque antecedenti 
perspectione perficit ur memoriam 
vero alterno eorum exercitio dicit. 
Plut. Place: vs: 2:8 Stob Eo E 
496) expresses the same in the 
following words: 'AcxA. ó iarpbs 
[àrephvaro thy jvx)v] cvyyva- 
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substratum the mveðpa consisting of light and 

round particles! He also traced the activities of 

memory and intellect to movements in the organs 

of sense.? 

piades * is primarily allied to that of Heraclides of 

Pontus,‘ it is not to be supposed that he arrived at 

this theory without the tradition of the atomistic 

system which was still living in the Epicurean school. 

The primary constituents of all things he held to be 

small bodies which were distinguished from the 

atoms of Democritus and Epicurus in that they 

were divisible. From all eternity they strike to- 

gether in constant motion and split up into num- 

berless parts, of which sensibly perceptible things 

consist. But even in compound bodies their cease- 

vacíav Tv aicéjoewv, whether 
the cwvyyvuvacía may mean 
* practice,’ or ‘common practice, 
work done together,' or whether 
in a sense otherwise not de- 
monstrable, corresponding with 
cetus, it may denote a society 
of cuyyupvaCduevor. 

1 Chalcid. in Tim. 213: Aut 
enim moles (iyKot, vide infra) 
quedam sunt leves et globose 
ecdemque admodum, delicate ex 
quibus anima subsistit, quod 
totum spiritus est, ut Ascle- 
piades putat, &c. On the 
analogous, though somewhat 
different definitions of Epicu- 
rus and Democritus, cf. Phil. der 
Gr. TII. i. 418; also I. 808. 

? His exact conception of 
this is not clear from the pass- 
age of Celius Aurelius quoted 
in note 4, p. 30. The solubilis 
motus points to the idea that 

from a complex of motions, cer- 
tain motions detach themselves, 
and that through these arise 
abstract presentations. 

3 On this subject cf. Lass- 
witz, who discusses it in his 
treatise on Daniel Sennert, 
p. 425 sq. ( Vierteljahrschr. für 
missensch. Philos. iii. 408 sqq.), 
for this German restorer of the 
atomistic philosophy (he died 
in 1637) allied himself chiefly 
with Asclepiades. 

4 Phil. d. Gr. ii. i. 886 sq. 
5 The most complete account 

of this theory is given by Cel. 
Aurel. luc. cit.: Primordia cor- 
poris primo constituerat atomos 
(this is inaccurate; he did not 
call them so for the reason that 
they are not indivisible) cor- 
puscula intellectu sensa, sine 
ulla qualitate solita (without 
colour, and so forth) atque ex 
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If lastly the atomistic theory of Ascle- . 
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less motion continues, so that nothing in any section 

of time, even the smallest, remains unchanged. 

initio comitata (7) «ternum se 
moventia que suo incursu offensa 
mutuis ictibus in infinita par- 
tium fragmenta solvantur mag- 
nitudine atque schemate differ- 
entia, que rursum eundo sibi 
adjecta vel conjuncta omnia 
faciant sensibilia, vim in semet 

mutationis habentia aut per mag- 
nitudinem sui aut per multitu- 
dinem aut per schema aut per 
ordinem. Nec, inquit, ratione ca- 

rere videtur quod nullius faciant 
qualitatis corpora (that being 
without quality, generate bodies 
of definite quality); silver is 
white, whereas that which is 
rubbed off from it is black; 
the goat's horn is black, the 
sawdust of it white. These 
primevalbodies Asclepiades,like 
Heracleitus, called &vapuot öykot 
(cf. the passages quoted, Phil. 

der Gr. 11.1. 886, 3; where, how- 

ever, in Eus. Par. ev. xiv. 23, 3, 

instead of uév óvoudcavres, ETO- 

voudcavres is to be read, accord- 
ing to Diels, Dowogr. 252, 2). 

I previously understood the ex- 

pression as applying to bodies 
not joined together—i.e., not 

divisible; but I must concede 

to Lasswitz that the primitive 
atoms of Asclepiades are not 

this. Theinterpretations locker, 

‘loose’ (therefore capable of 

separation), and ungeordnet, 

‘unordered,’ seem to me, how- 

ever, in point of language, ques- 
tionable. I should, therefore, 

prefer to give to &vapuos the 
signification, *not combined 
with one another’ (so that each 
óy«os is separated from the 
other and moves itself for 

TE 

itself). That these dyko (as 
Epicurus had said of the atoms) 
are Adyw Oewpyntol and 5/ ai vos 
àvnpéunroi, we are told by Sext. 
Math. ii. 5. He also speaks 
(viii. 220) of vontol óyko: and 
vonTa àpaióuara. What Colius 
Aurel. says of the shattering of 
the atoms receives confirmation 
from the words quoted by Lass- 
witz (p. 426) from the pseudo- 
Galen, Znirod..6. 9, vob xiv; 
698 hk: karà de Tov "AokAnmadny 
croix eia. avOpwrov bykKot Opavarol 
kal wépot; and from Stob. Eel. i. 
350, according to which the pre- 
decessor of Asclepiades (Hera- 
clides) declared @pavopara to be 
the smallest bodies (the theorics 
also ascribed to Heracleitus 
in the foregoing, and in the 
Placita, i. 13, 2—cf. Wnyparia 
Twa €AdxioTa kal àuepij —scem, 
however, originally to belong 
to Heraclides). This divisibility 
of the óykoi is referred to when 
Sextus (Math. x. 318) observes 
that Democritus and Epicurus 
represent things as arising é£ 
&vouoiey (i.e. Tots yevvwuévotis) 
Te kal àma0dv. Heraclides and 
Asclepiades, on the contrary, 
e£ àvouoíev uv Ta05TGv Se kaba- 
mep Tav Qvápuev Owykev. The 
mépot, which are side by side 
with the 6óyxoi and have the 
same significance as the void 
beside the atoms, are also men- 

tioned by Galen, Theriac. ad. 
Pis c. 1L, vol xiv. 2980 K; 

! Sext. Math. vii. T. Plato 
ascribes true Deing to the not- 
sensible alone, because sensible 
things are always in a state of 
Becoming : motamov dikny peovons 
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_ these theories had been attributed to an acknow- Cnap. 
. ledged member of the Epicurean school, they would 
- no doubt contain a noteworthy departure from the 
. doctrine of the master, but as Asclepiades is not 

. described as an Epicurean, they only show in one 
individual ease what seems in itself natural and 
probable, viz., that the influence of Epicureanism, as 
of other systems, was not strictly confined within 

- the limits of the school. 

- THs ovolas, bore traits ph dbo Thy dtirnra ris pons (on account 
_ rods éAaxíamovs xpóvovs ómouévew of the swiftness of the flow 
— mbi émibéxec0ni, kaÜdmep ÉAeye nothing can show itself twice). 
kal’ AokAnmddns, 300 émidelters Bid 
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ECLECTICISM. 

CHAPTER: HMI: 

THE STOICS: BOÉTHUS, PANJETIUS, POSIDONIUS. 

AMONG the remaining schools of philosophy, that of 

the Stoies was the first which, in partial divergence 

from its older teachers, admitted foreign elements. 

This occurred, however, subsequently to a still more 

considerable extent in the Academy, which, from the 

first century before Christ, was the chief seat of 

eclecticism. The Peripatetics seem, on the whole, 

to have preserved the tradition of their school in 

greater purity ; but we shall find that some, even 

among them, were inclined towards an eclectic com- 

bination of that school with other standpoints. 

In the school of the Stoics, the rise of eclecticism 

is connected with the names of Boéthus, Panætius, 

and Posidonius. 
Already at the beginning of the second century 

the suecessor of Chrysippus, Zeno of Tarsus, is said 

to have been perplexed as to one of the distinctive 

doctrines of his school—the doctrine of the destruc- 

tion of the world—so that he left the question of 

its truth undecided:! and similarly, after him, 

! Numen. ap. Eus. Pr.er.xv. of the conflagration of the 
18, 2. Zeno, Cleanthes, and world: rv uév yap rovrov ua8n- 
Chrysippus taught the doctrine rhv Kal 8iáBoxov ris cXoMis 
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Diogenes of Seleucia in his later years became 
doubtful about this dogma, which he had previously 

defended. Neither of these statements, however, 

is satisfactorily attested ;? though the thing is pos- 

sible in itself, and we can easily explain it, especially 

in the case of Diogenes, if the objections of his 

disciples against the conflagration of the world had 

embarrassed him and caused him to refrain from 

expressing any decided opinion on the subject. As 

to Boéthus,? we know that he not only openly re- 

nounced the Stoic tradition on this point, but on 

other and more important questions approximated 

to the Peripatetic doctrine, so as to imperil the 
purity of his Stoicism. 

An example of this has already come before us 

in his doctrines concerning the theory of knowledge : 

for if he described Reason (vods) and Desire as 

criteria * side by side with Perception and Science, 

he not only set up the Aristotelian érvcryun in the 

place of the Stoic rporAn wis, but added to it and to 
Perception two other independent sources of know- 
ledge, the recognition of 

Zhvwvá pacw émwXetv wept Tis 
extrupdcews THY Awy. 

1 Ps.-Philo. AWtern. m. c. 15, 
p. 248 Bern.: Aéyerar 56 xal 
Awoyévns vika véos hv ouvem- 
 ypavduevos T Sd-ypart THs ékmrvp- 
doews óye Tis Miklas évdoidoas 

- émie xeiv. 
? Neither of the witnesses 

speaks from his own knowledge, 
as they themselves tell us. We 
know not, therefore, on what 
their assertions are based. In 

which was not consistent 

regard to Zeno of Tarsus, the 
otherwise well-instructed. au- 
thor of the Philonic treatise can- 
not have been acquainted with 
any divergence of his from the 
school, or he would not have 
omitted to appeal to him. 

* Concerning whom cf. Phil, 
d. Gr, IL. i. 46, 1. 

* Ibid. III. i. 71, 1; 84, 1. 
5 Ibid. ITI. i. 74; 84 sg.; and 

concerning émorhun, ibid. II. ii. 
650. 

D 2 

Boëthus. 

His devia- 
tions from 
pure 
Stoicism. 
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with the Stoic empiricism, though it perfectly 

harmonised with the Peripatetic doctrine.' 

But the attitude of Boéthus to the Stoic theology 

is still more antagonistic. For although he held, 

with others, that God was an ethereal substance,’ 

he would not admit that He dwelt in the world as 

its soul; and he consequently refused to describe 

the world as a living being ;? he rather assigned the 

abode of the Deity to the highest sphere, and re- 

presented Him as working from thence upon the 

universe.* 

! [In respect to vovs this is 
shown in Phil. d. Gr. IL ii. 190 
sqq. Aristotle nowhere, indeed, 
describes the üpe£is as a source of 
presentations or cognitions; 
but he traces practical ends 
and aims partly to natural 
desires, and partly to the con- 
stitution of the will, on which 
must depend what we consider 
to be good (le: 582, 3; 586, 2; 
631,12 ;°653; ef, EZ. aV. 1. 73 
1098, 5, 3). 

? Stob. Eel. i. 60: Bów8os tov 
aidépa 0ebv àmephvaro. In his 
opinion of the soul also he 
remained faithful to the Stoic 
materialism. 

3 Diog. vii. 143. The Stoics 
declare the world to be 
living and animate: Bén‘os Bé 
ponow obk elvai (gov Tbv Kdcpor. 
Philo, Ztern. m. c. 16, p. 251, 
Bern.: Wuxh 56 ToU Kdopov 
Kata ToVs &ày TibotoUvras 
ó 0cós —if these words belong to 
the excerpt from Boéthus, which 
now appears to me most pro- 
bable, at least according to the 
sense, 

As to the reasons which determined the 

* Diog. vii. 148: BénOos 56 èv 
TH Tepl picews ovoiay 0coU THY 
TÀy àTAavàv spaipay, which isto 
be understood in the same way 
as the corresponding detinitions 
of other Stoics (Phil. d. Gr. III. 
i. 137, 1, 2), the ?ryeuovikóv of the 
world is said to have its seat in 
the purest part of the ether. 
This would not necessarily ex- 
clude the ancient Stoic doctrine 
that it spreads itself from 
thence through all the parts of 
the world. But in that case 
the world would be a living 
creature and the Deity its soul, 
which Boéthus did not allow. 
But if this conception be re- 
jected, there remains only a 
motion of the world from with- 
out, and so far the extract 

given by Philo (le.) corre- 
sponds with the view of our 
Stoic: €xacra epopa [ô Beds] kal 
mavtTwv ola yvnotos maThp émiTpo- 
mevel, kal, el Se. TaANOES eimeiv, 
qvióxov kal kvBepvürov Tpómov 
qVi0vX€i kal myndadtovxel TA Cúp- 
mavTa, nAlw T€ Kal revy, &c. 
mapiorduevos kal guvdpay doa 
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philosopher to this rejection of Stoic pantheism, 

tradition tells us nothing: the decisive cause must 

no doubt have lain in the fear of imperilling the 
sublimity and unchangeableness of God, if He were, 

according to His substance, connected with the 

world. In these theories Boéthus, in opposition to 

his school, agreed with Aristotle, but he essentially 

differs from him both in his materialism, and in the 

opinion that God not only directs and guides the 
universe from the ruling point, but stands beside 

every part of it, ready to help; whereas Aristotle 

- denies to the Deity every activity directed to the 

world. Boéthus is therefore seeking a middle course 

between the pantheism of the Stoics and the theism 

of Aristotle; like that which was subsequently 

- 

attempted from the Peripatetic side in the * Book of 

the Universe.'? 
With this is connected Boéthus' contradiction of 

the doctrine of the conflagration of the world. Of 

the four arguments by which he opposes this doc- 

trine,?the first shows that the destruction of the 

world must result without a cause, for outside the 

world there is nothing but the void, and in the world 

there is nothing which could bring destruction to it. 

_ The second seeks to prove, not altogether eonclusively, 

- that of all the different kinds of destruction * none 

mpos Thy Tov BAov Diauovhv kal 
thy kar ópÜby Aóyov ayuTatrioy 
— b:olknow. 

1 Aly T€ kal ehvn kal rots 
— BAAols TAáy9ct kal ümAavéour, ert 

Ò dépi kal Tots uépeat ToU kóc 0v 
— mapicTáuevos kal ovvdpav (Philo, 

loc. cit.). 
? Vide infra, chapter v. 

3 According to Ps.-Philo, l.e. 
c. 16 sq., p. 249-253, Bern. (952, 
C. sq. H., 503 sq. M.). 

* Kara diatpeowv, kata avalpeow 
THs émexovons moidTynTos (as in 
the destruction of a figure), 
kata ovyxvow (chemical mix- 
ture, cf, Phil, d. Gr. IIL i. 127, 
1). 
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could be applicable to the world.! The third main- 

tains that after the destruction of the world the Deity 

would have no object for his activity, and must con- 

sequently sink into inaction; nay, if the Deity be 

the world-soul, he must himself be destroyed. 

Lastly, the fourth contends that, after the complete 

annihilation of the world, this fire must itself be 

extinguished for want of nourishment ; ? and then the 

new formation of the world would be impossible. 

But Boéthus had doubtless concluded from this not 
only that the world was imperishable, but also that 

it had no beginning ;? he exchanged the Stoic cos- 

mology not for the Platonic but for the Aristotelian 

theory, the doctrine of the eternity of the world: 

his departure from the Stoic dogma is here also a 

transition to that of the Peripatetics. 

That Boéthus likewise opposed the Stoic belief in 

prophecy is not asserted; * his own utterances on 

this subject are confined to an enquiry concerning 

the prognosties of weather and similar things, the 

! For that only is capable of 
division which is èx 8BieeróTov, 
Or èk ocuvamTOuévev, or only 
weakly united—not that which 
is superior to all else in force. 
An entire annibilation of the 
quality of the world is not 
maintained by theother view, for 
this is still to subsist in the form 
of fire. If finally all elements 
were simultaneously abolished 
through evyxveis, there would 
be a transition of the óvinto the 
By öv. 

2 Because as pure fire it could 
be neither &@pak nor Padé, but 
only avy) (on which cf. Phil. d. 

Gr.TII.i.153, 2), and this would 
presuppose a luminous body. 

3 This appears especially from 
the third argument ; the pseudo- 
Philo also (p. 249, 4) represents 
him as attacking the presuppo- 
sition ei yeyntos Kal phapròs ó 
Kéamos. 

4 The contrary would rather 
seem to result from Cic. Divin. 
ii. 42, 88, according to which 
Paneetius unus e Stoicis astrolo- 
gorum predicta rejecit; but 
this only implies that Boéthus 
did not expressly oppose the 
belief, not that he himself 
shared it. 
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PANETIUS. 

- connection of which with the phenomena portended 

- he sought to discover." 
With Boéthus is associated his celebrated co- 

- disciple Panzetius,? not only in his opposition to the 

doctrine of the destruction of the world, but also in 

- the independent attitude he assumed to the tradi- 

tion of his school, and in his readiness to allow 

This distinguished and 

influential philosopher, the chief founder of Roman 

Stoicism, was born, it would seem, about 180 B.C., in 

- Rhodes, ? and was introduced to the Stoic philosophy 

- by Diogenes and Antipater. He afterwards went to 

! Qic. Divin. i. 8, 18: Quis 
igitur elicere causas præsen- 
sionum potest? Etsi video Boé- 
thum Stoicum esse conatum, qui 
hactenus (only so far) aliquid 
egit, ut earum rationem rerum 
explicaret, que in mari cælove 
fierent. Ibid. ii. 21, 47: Nam 
et prognosticorum causas perse- 
cuti sunt et Boéthus Stoicus .. . 
et . . . Posidonius. In both 
passages the emphasis falls on 
the cause prognosticorum, the 
natural connection between 
prognostic and result. 

? Van Lynden, De Panetio 
Rhodio, Leiden, 1802. 

3 Concerning his native place 
there is no doubt (vide Strabo, 
xiv. 2, 13, p. 655). On the 
other hand, we are told nothing 
of the year either of his birth 
or death, and they can only be 
approximately determined from 
the facts that he attended the 
discourses of Diogenes of Seleu- 
cia; in 143 B.C. as an openly- 
recognised philosopher, accom- 
panied Scipio to Alexandria, 

and was no longer living after 
110 B.c. Van Lynden places 
his life between 185-112 B.C. 
The Ind. Here. Comp. Col. 51 
(cf. Phil. d. Gr. III. i. 33, 2) 
names Nicagoras as his father, 
and in Col. 55 mentions his 
two younger brothers. That 
he was of good family, we know 
from Strabo, l.c. When Suidas, 
sub voce, distinguishes from the 
celebrated Panstius a second 
and younger Panztius, the 
friend of Scipio, this is merely 
a proof of his ignorance, as is 
abundantly shown by Van 
Lynden, p. 5 $24. 

4 Diogenes is mentioned as 
his teacher in the Ind. Here. 
Col. 51, 2; and by Suidas, 
Havaír.; Antipater, by Cicero, 
Divin. i. 3, 6. His piety to- 
wards the latter is praised by 
the Znd. Herc. Col. 60. Besides 
these, according to his own 
statement (ap. Strab. xiv. 5, 16, 
p. 676), he heard Crates of 
Mallos in Pergamus. Polemo 
also, the Periegete, is, on chrono- 
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Rome,! where he long remained an inmate of the 

household of Scipio Africanus, the younger.? Scipio 

and Leelius were his friends? and hearers, and he won 

over many zealous youths to Stoicism.‘ Scipio also 
chose him for his companion when in 143 B.C. he 

was sent at the head of a deputation to the East, 

and partieularly to Alexandria.? After the death of 

Antipater, Panzetius undertook the leadership of the 

school in Athens, of which apparently he was the 

logical grounds, regarded as 
uis teacher rather than his 
disciple. The text of Suidas 
which asserts the latter (Toén. 
Euny.) seems corrupt. Cf. Bern- 
hardy in loc., Van Lynden, 36 sq. 

! Whether this occurred after 
the Alexandrian journey, and 
whether Panztius visited Rome 
of his ownaccord, or was invited 
there by others, tradition does 
not inform us. Plutarch (C. 
Princ. Philosoph. i. 12, p. 777) 
presupposes that Panaetius was 
not in Rome when Scipio in- 
vited him to accompany him. 
But Scipio must have been 
already well acquainted with 
him to have given such an 
invitation. 

* Vide the following note, 
and Cic. Pro Mur. 31, 66; 
Vell Patere. 4, 13, 3. — How 
long Panetius was in Rome we 
do not know ; but as he came 
thither at latest after the 
Alexandrian journey, therefore 
in 142 B.C., and probably before 
that journey, and as, on the 
other hand, Rutilius Rufus, 
who died after 81 B.C., seems 
to have heard him in Home 
(supra, p. 11, 3), which can 
scarcely have happened before 

135-130 B.C., we must suppose 
that he worked here for a von- 
siderable number of years. 
Vellejus says that Scipio had 
him with him domi militieque, 
and the Ind. Herc. Col. 56, 2, 
seems to speak as if he accom- 
panied Scipio to the army. 

s Cie. Fin: 1v9, 235 11. 8, 94. 
‘i. 22 70. Gelh 

21, L Suidas 
IIavaír. IIoAvfios. 

4 Vide supra, p. 10 sq. 
5 Cic. Acad. ii. 2, 5; Posidon. 

ap. Plut. Z. c., and Apophthegu. 
veg. et imp. Serip. Min. 13 sq. 
p. 200; Atben. xi 549; d. 
(where Iloceibóvios is in any 
case a slip of the memory for 
IIlava(rios, which, however, is 
repeated xiv. 657 sq.) Cf. 
Justin. ZZst. xxxviii. 8. 

€ Ind. Here. Col. 53: 89id8oxos 
évyévero THs Avtimatpov 0 XoAÍjs. 

Cf. these further statements ; 
that he died in Athens (Suid.) ; 
that he did not again return to 
Rhodes (Cic. Tusc. v. 37, 107) ; 
that he was offered the right 
of citizenship in Athens, but 
did not accept it (Procl. in 
Hesiod... ^E. kal Bu 707. 
no doubt after Plutarch): 
that there was in Athens a 
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. Society for common meals 

PANZETIUS. 

head until about 110 B.c.! That he had previously 

been active in a similar capacity in his native city is 

As teacher 

called Panztiasts (Athen. v. 
- 186, a). The attempt of Schep- 

pig, De .Posidon. Apam. (Son- 
dersh. 1869), p. 3 sq. to make 
Panstius the head of the 
Rhodian, and not of the Athe- 

— nian school is settled by the 
- foregoing, and by the proofs 

given infra, p. 42, 1, and p. 52, 3 
(Mnesarchus and Dardanus). 

! Wecannot place his death 
much earlier, as, according to 
Cic. Off. iii. 2, 8, he lived after 
the composition of his work on 
Duty (which he cannot have 
written when he was very 
young), for 30 years; but espe- 
cially because Posidonius could 
otherwise scarcely have been 
his disciple; nor can it have 
occurred much later, for Crassus, 
who came as quæstor to Athens 
found Mnesarchus there, and 
not Panætius (Cic. De Orat. i. 
11, 45); and Crassus, born, 
according to Cicero, Brut. 43, 
161, under the Consuls Q. Czepio 
and C. Lelius (140 B.C.) could 
not have become questor be- 
fore 110 B.C., but also not very 
long after that date. Vide 
Zumpt, Abh. d. Berl.Acad.1842; 
Hist. Phil. Kl. S. 104 (80). 

? Suidas (Iloeeibóv Arap.) 
presupposes this when he says 
of Posidonius: exoA34v 9 Éoxev 
€v 'Póbg, Siddoxos yeyovws Kal 
ualnThs Tlavarlov. But Cicero, 
usc. v. 37, 107, reckons him 
among those qui semel egressi 
nunquam domum reverterunt ; 
and on the other hand Suidas 
manifestly presupposes that 

and author,’ scholar and 

Posidonius had been the im- 
mediate successor of Panstius 
in Rhodes, which according to 
the dates would only be pos- 
sible if Panstius had been at 
the head of the Rhodian, and 
not the Athenian school, and 
had filled this post towards the 
end of the second century. 

* Concerning his writings vide 
Van Lynden, p. 78-117, 62 sqq. 
The best known of these are 
the books rep rot kabhrovros (cf. 
Phil. d. Gr. I1I. i. 273, 3, 276 sq.), 
acknowledged, according to 
Cicero, to be the most profound 
work on that subject, the model 
of Cicero’s own. There are 
also quoted a work on the 
schools of philosophy (m. aípé- 
cewy), T. evOuulas, m. mpovoías, 
a political treatise (Cic. Legg. 
iii. 6, 14) and a letter to Tubero. 
From the treatise m. mpovolas 
Cicero seems to have taken his 
criticism of astrology, De 
Divin. ii. 42, 87—46, 97. (Cf. 
l. c. S 88, 97; Schiche, p. 37 
sqq; Hartfelder, p. 20 sqq. of 
his treatise Die Quellem von 
Cic.; Büch, De Divin. Freiburg, 
1878). Hirzel supposes that 
treatise to be also the source 
of Cicero's De Nat. De. ii. 30, 
75-61, 154,and he is probably 
right, while Schwenke (Jahrb. 
für Philol. 1879, p. 185 sq.), 
derives this section, with the 
rest of the book, from Posi- 
donius m, @e@v. The letter to 
Tubero may have been used by 
Cicero for the second book of 
the Tusculane Disputationes 
(cf. Zietzschmann, De Tuse. Dis~, 
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philosopher, he enjoyed great reputation,' and it is 

probable that no one since Chrysippus had worked 

with greater success for the spread of Stoicism. 

The Stoic system, however, had undergone con- 
siderable alteration in his hands. Though Panzetius 

agreed with its principles and found no part of it 

superfluous,? yet bis own interest, consistently with 

the spirit of the period, was chiefly directed to the 
practical side of philosophy ;* and he therefore en- 

deavoured (herein departing from the usage of his 

school) to bring that aspect nearer to the general 
comprehension by presenting it ina more intelligible 

and attractive form. But this practical interest, 

when the scientific objects are subordinated to it, 

always involves an attempt to harmonise and com- 

put. Font. Halle, 1868); on the 
other hand the chief source of 
the first book of the Tusculan. 
Disp. is not, as Heine thinks 
(De Font. Tusc. Disp. p. 8 sq.), 
to be sought in a treatise of 
Paneetius, whose view is di- 
rectly opposed to that of Cicero; 
but, as Corssen says (De Posid. 
Rhod. Bonn, 1878), in a trea- 
tise of Posidonius. 

! This, after what has been 
said, scarcely requires a special 
proof. Cicero, e.g., calls him 
(Divin. i. 3, 6) vel princeps 
ejus [sc. Stoiee] discipline ; 
(Legg. l. e.) magnus homo et 
imprimis eruditus ; (Fin. iv. 9, 
23)imprimis ingenuus et gravis ; 
(Off. ii. 14, 51) gravissimus 
Stoicorum ; the Ind. Here. 

Comp. Col. 66, praises his many- 
sided knowledge, and mentions 
(Col. 68) the esteem in which 

he was held in Athens; in Col. 
71 we are told of his honourable 
burial; Seneca, Ep. 33, 4, com- 
pares him and Posidonius with 
Zeno,Cleanthes, and Chrysippus. 

? Which is evident from his 
title of princeps Stoicorum, 
and is confirmed by the quota- 
tions in Part III. i. 61, 3. 

3 A few physical propositions 
of Panætius have been handed 
down to us; but the greater 
number and the most charac- 
teristic of the quotations from 
him that we possess relate to 
anthropology, theology, and 
morality. Such of his writings 
as we know are either historical, 

ethical, or theological in their 
contents; whereas not a single 
dialectic definition has ever 
been quoted from him. 

* Cio, Zn. 1v: 28,4195 Off zT 
2,5 31, 10,35: 
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bine differing points of view. Panetius, therefore, 

" assumed a freer attitude towards the doctrine of his 

predecessors: he would not withhold from other 

philosophers the recognition due to them : he highly 

esteemed Aristotle, Xenocrates, Theophrastus, and 

- Dieearehus; and his admiration of Plato was so 

great that it might seem he would have preferred to 

follow him, rather than Zeno. It cannot be ex- 

pected of one who appreciated the merits of the 

earlier philosophers so impartially that he should 

adhere very scrupulously to the traditional doc- 

trines of a single school: and, in fact, the many 

deviations of Panetius from the Stoic dogmas show 

that he treated the authority of his school, in re- 

spect to philosophy, with the same independence of 

judgment that he displayed in regard to questions 

of literary and historical 

1 Cic. Fin. iv. 28, 79: sem- 
perque habuit in ore Platonem, 
Aristotelem, Xenocratem, Theo- 
phrastum, Dicearchum, ut ip- 
sius scripta declarant. Tuse. i. 
32,79(videp.44,1,). Ind. Herc. 
Col. 61: hv yap iexvpás diXo- 
mAdTeov Kal gidoapioroTéAns, 
&[AAà] Kal Tape[véO]e[x]e Tar 

- Znverielw|y [Ti 9ià T?)]v Aka- 
Snulay [kai Tbv Tepi]marov. Of 

- Crantor’s treatise on Affliction 
he said (Cic. Acad. ii, 44, 135) 
it should be learned by heart, 
word for word. According to 
Proclus in Tim. 50 B, he seems 
to have written a commentary 
on Plato's Timæus; the words 

of Proclus, however, Mavair. 
Kal &AAoL Tivés TOY TlAaTGviküv, 
do not necessarily imply that 

criticism.? 

Proclus reckoned himself 
among the Platonists; they 
may also be translated : *Pans- 
tius and some others belonging 
to the Platonicschool.’ Whether 
he or Posidonius is meant by 
the philosopher from Rhodes, 
whose remarks on Parmenides 
are mentioned by Proclus in 
Parm. vi. T. vi. 25, cannot be 
ascertained. 

? Pansetius is in this respect 
a remarkable exception to the 
careless manner in which the 
majority of the ancients are 
accustomed to deal with learned 
tradition. His opinion con- 
cerning the genuineness of the 
dialogues passing under the 
name of Socrates, and his 
judgment concerning the writ- 

He disputed, 

43. 
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like Boéthus, the doctrine of the conflagration of 

the world;! and though he only said that the 

ings of Ariston of Chios are 
discussed in Phil. d. Gr. 
1152177200; 5, and TIT. 3; 35, E: 
We see from Plutarch, Arist. 
27, and Athen. xiii 5506, 6, 
that he was the first, as it 
seems, to dispute the story of 
the bigamy of Socrates, and 

from Plut. Arist. 1, that he 
corrected a wrong statement of 
Demetrius Phalerius concern- 
ing à  xopmyía of Aristides 
through closer investigation. 
Itis possible that he went too 
far in the matter of Ariston's 
writings, and his conjecture 
respecting Archelaus (cf. Phil. 
d. Gr. I. 869) may have been 
unfounded, as in his opinion 
(Sehol. in Aristoph. Ran. 1493 
594.5 Cf. Hirzel, Unters. cu Cio. 
i. 234) that Aristophanes, J. c., 
is speaking of another Socrates; 
but the fact that Panstius felt 
the necessity of critical exami- 
nation, rarely felt in his time, 
is not affected by this. On the 
other hand it is in the highest 
degree improbable that the as- 
sertion of his having denied 
Plato’s authorship of the Phedo 
rests upon any other ground 
than a misunderstanding, as I 
have shown concisely in Part 
II. a, 384, 1, and more at length 

in the Commentationes Momm- 
senian@, p. 407 sq.; cf. 405. 

! Diog. vii. 142 : Mavatrios 8 
&o0aprov àmephvaro Toy Kdomoy, 
Philo, ZEtern. m. c. 15, p. 248, 
Bern.(947, C. H.A9'1 M.): Bonds 

yoUv ó Xibovios kal Mavairios . . . 
Tas extupawoes kal TaAvyyeveaías 
KaTakimdyTes mpds Üeiórepov óy- 
ua Tb THS APOapcias Tov KiomOV 

wavTos nvTouddAncay, Epiph. 
Her. ii. 2, 9, p. 1090, D: Mavatr. 

. Tov kóouov Ereyev àá0dvarov 
kal a@ynjpw. With this agrees 
in substance Stob. Hel. i. 414 
(Tav. miÜaveTépav elvai vouler 
kal uGAAov àpéckovcav aUTQ Thy 
aididtntTa TOU kóouov À THY TaY 
ÜAcv eis TUp ueraBoATv), though 
we learn from it that Panetius 
after his manner had expressed 
himself guardedly upon the 
point; and it is also quite con- 
sistent therewith that in a dis- 
sertation on the universe pro- 
bably emanating from Panetius 
fap, Cic- W. D. ii. 45, 115; 46; 
119), it is emphatically asserted 
that the whole universe is 
framed with a view to the ix- 
columitas mundi, and that there 

is nothing in it so admirable 
quam quod ita stabilis est mun- 
dus atque ita coheret ad per- 
manendum, ut nihil ne excogi- 
tari quidem possit aptius, for a 
philosopher who assumed the 
destruction of the world would 
have had no occasion to lay the 
chief stress on its durability. 
Nor does Cie. JV. 4D: i, 33, 85, 
offer any contradiction : if the 
Stoic does not here come toa 
decision whether the world will 
last for ever or only for an in- 
detinitely long period, this does 
not prove that he had no opinion 
about it, but only that it is not 
necessary for his immediate 
purpose, the proof of a world- 
forming intelligence to bring 
this question into discussion. 
It is true that the burning of 
the world is mentioned, /. c. 

46, 118, with the comment: de 
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eternity of the world was, in his opinion, more prob- 
able, we can see that he decidedly preferred the 
Platonic or Aristotelian theory to that of the Stoies.! 

In connection with this, he not only limited the 
soul’s existence after death to a certain space of 
time, but denied it entirely.” 

quo Panetium addubitare di- 
cebant, but this mode of ex- 
pression can neither be taken 
from Pansetius nor from Cicero's 
Greek original, the author of 
whieh cannot have learned 
merely by hearsay that Panæ- 
tius was sceptical concerning 
the world’s conflagration. The 
words are to be laid to Cicero’s 
account; nor can we infer from 
them that even he was uncer- 
tain about  Panstius's real 
meaning, for he may have em- 
ployed this form of language 
to represent Balbus as speaking 
from his recollection of ‘oral 
communications (cf. Comment. 
Mommsen. p. 403 sq. That 
Arnob. Adv. Nat. ii. 9, names 
Panetius among the defenders 
of the conflagration theory is 
only a proof of his superficiality 
(cf. Diels, Doaog7. 172 sq.). 

! For which of these two theo- 
ries he had decided— whether he 
repudiated a beginning of the 
world as well as an ending—we 
are not told. The words, 46d- 
varov kal &yhpw in Epiphanius, 
if they really emanate from 
Pansetius, remind us of Plato's 
&yfjpev kal Évocov (Tim. 33, A); 
and even the further statements 
do not carry us with certainty 
beyond the question of the end 
of the world, since the notion 
of having no beginning is not 
so completely included in the 

It is also stated that 

word aididrns (nor in à$6apoíc) 
as having no end. But as the 
former was as a rule admitted 
by the Platonic school (cf. Phil. 
d. Gr. II. i. 876 sq.), and as the 
chief opponents of the Stoic doc- 
trine since Zeno were the Peripa- 
tetics (Phil. d. Gr. II. ii. 836, 
929),itseemsto me probable that 
Panstius, when he had once 
given up the Stoic dogma, did 
not remain half way, but went 
over to the Peripatetic, which 
at that period was generally 
the next alternative, 

* This is clear from Cic. 
Tuse. i, 32,78. After the Stoic 
doctrine of a limited duration 
of the soul has been repudiated, 
Cicero continued : M. Numquid 
igitur est cause, quin amicos 
nostros Stoicos dimittamus, eos 
dico, qui ajunt animos manere, 
e corpore cum eacesserint, sed 
non semper? A. Istos vero, &c. 
M. Bene reprehendis . . . cre- 
damus igitur Panetio a Platone 
suo dissentienti? quem enim 
omnibus locis divinum, quem 
sapientissimum, quem sanctis- 
simum, quem Homerum philo- 
sophorum appellat, hujus hanc 
unam sententiam. de immortali- 
tate animorum non probat. 
Vult enim, quod nemo negat, 
quicquid natum sit interire: 
nasci autem animos . . , alteram 
autem adfert rationem : nihil 
esse, quod doleat, quin id egrum 
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he reckoned only six divisions in the soul instead of 

the traditional eight; for he included speech under 

the voluntary motions, and ascribed sexual propaga- 

tion, not to the soul, but to the vegetable nature.! 

esse quoque possit ; quod autem 
in morbum cadat, id etiam in- 
teriturum: dolere autem ani- 
mos, ergo etiam interire. Now, 
as I must concede to Heine ( De 
Fontibus Tuscul. Disput. Wei- 
mar, 1863, p. 8 sg.), even an 

orthodox Stoic would neces- 
sarily oppose the doctrine of 
immortality so far as this main- 
tains not merely continuance 
after death, but an eternal con- 
tinuance. But that the objec- 
tions of Panztius had not this 
meaning merely, we can see 
from the manner in which 
Cicero introduces them. He 
distinguishes Panetius, indeed, 
quite clearly from those Stoics 
qui ajunt animos manere. These 
are previously disposed of, and 
there then remain only two 
possible views, that of Plato 
and that of Panztius—that 
which maintains an endless 
duration of life after death, 
and that which altogether de- 
nies it. The same is evident 
even from the objections which 
Cicero quotes from Pan:etius, 
especially the second: he who 
represents souls as lasting till 
the conflagration of the world, 

must not base his denial of 
their unlimited existence on 
the argument that they become 
diseased, and therefore may 
also die, but on the view that 
they are not able to withdraw 
themselves from the fate of 
the whole: for they would suc- 
cumb, according to his theory, 

not to internal disease and dis- 
solution but to external force. 
When, at last, Panetius aban- 
doned the conflagration of the 
world, he had no motive for 
attributing to the soul a limited 
existence; he had only the 
choice between absolute denial 
and unlimited acceptance of 
its immortality. From Tuse. 
i. 18, 42, it would appear that 
Panetius believed in the disso- 
lution of the soul immediately 
after death. Js autem animus, 
it is here said, qui, si est horum 
quatuor generum, ez quibus om- 
nia constare dicuntur, ex in- 
fiammata anima constat, ut 
potissimum videri video Panatio, 
superiora capessat necesse est. 
Nihil enim habent hee duo 
genera proni, et supera semper 
petunt. Ita, sive dissipantur, 
procul a terris id evenit ; sive 
permanent et conservant hahi- 
tum suum, hoc etiam magis ne- 
cesse est ferantur in calum. 
When Cicero here remarks that 
‘the view of Panetius con- 
cerning the nature of the soul 
being presupposed, we must 
admit that it is exalted to 
Heaven even in the event of 
its being annihilated after 
death, the inference is that 
it was Panetius himself with 
whom he had found the doc- 
trine of such a dissolution of 
the soul. 

! Nemes. De Nat. Hom. c.15, 
p. 96 : Tlavairios 86 ó piAdcodos 
TÒ mev pwvnTikòv THs Kad’ ópuijv 
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— The first of these theories is not of much impor- 
tance;! but the second, in the discrimination of 

ruy) from húcıs, presupposes a psychological dual- 
ism, which is originally foreign to Stoicism.? Pane- 
tius here follows the Peripatetic doctrine, as in his 

theory of immortality. We are again reminded of 
it in his ethics, by the division of the virtues into 

theoretical and practical? That he also departed 
from the severity of the Stoics and approximated to 

the view of the Academy and the Peripatetics, in his 

definition of the highest good, is not probable ; * 

Kwhoews pépos elvai BoóAerau, 
Aéyav ópÜórara, rb € amepuarri- 
kòy ov THs Wuxiis mépos àAAà 
ris pioews. Tertull. De An. 
14: Dividitur autem [anima] 
in partes nunc in duas... 
nune in quinque (to which 
Diels, Dowxogr. 205, from the 
parallel passage in Theodoret, 
Cur. Gr. Aff. v. 20, adds: ab 
Aristotele) et in sev a Panetio, 
Through Diels luminous re- 
storation of the text, those 
conjectures are set at rest 
which Zietzschmann (De Tusc. 
Disp. Font. 20 sqq.) connects 
with the reading of the manu- 
scripts: Nune in quinque et in 
sex a Pan. When this author 
infers from Cic. Tuse. ii. 21, 
47 (est enim animus in partes 
tributus duas, quarum altera 
rationis est particeps, altera 
expers) that Panstius in his 
ethics followed the Platonic 
and Aristotelian distinction of 
a rational and irrational part 
of the soul, I cannot agree 
with him. Even if Cicero in 
this section holds to Panztius 
throughout, it is still question- 

able how far this dependence 
extends to details, and it is 
perfectly conceivable that here 
and in what follows he himself 
may first have given this un- 
Stoical meaning to the truly 
Stoic notion of the dominion 
of the Adyos (ratio) over the 
ópu) (temeritas). 

! Ritter (iii. 698) undoubtedly 
seeks too much in it. 

2 The old Stoic psychology 
derives all practical activities 
from the 7'yeuovucbv, and in its 
materialism has no occasion 
for the distinction of jvx?; and 
$$cis; the latter is rather sup- 
posed to be changed into the 
former after birth (Phil. d. Gr. 
ILL. i. 197, 1). 

* Diog. vii. 92. 
* Diogenes indeed maintains 

(vii. 128): 6 pévrot Ilavaírios 
kal Iloceibówios otk  aUTdpim 
Aéyovsi Thy aperhy àAAà xpeíav 
elvai parl kal dycias kal ia Xvos 
kal xopnylas. But as this state- 
ment in regard to Posidonius 
(vide proofs in Phil. d. Gr. IIL 
i. p. 214, 2; 216, 1) is decidedly 
false, Tennemann (Geschichte 
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though he perhaps emphasised more strongly the 
distinction between desirable things and things to be 

rejected ; and similarly the statement that he denied 

the ama@ea of the wise,! may be traceable to the 

fact that he brought out more clearly the difference 
between the Stoic superiority over pain and the 

Cynic insensibility to it. But we may, nevertheless, 

gather from these statements that he tried to soften 
the asperities of the Stoic ethics, and among the 

many possible views of their propositions, gave the 

preference to those which brought him least into 

collision with the ordinary theory.? The same en- 

deavour is also evinced by the tendency of his cele- 

brated work on Duty, the prototype of that of Cicero ; 

for this is expressly designed, not for the perfected 

d. Phil. iv. 382) is right in 
saying that we cannot trust toit 
in regard to Panætius. Accord- 
ing to Plutarch (Demosth. 13), 
he tried to prove that Demos- 
thenes held the kaAór alone to 
be a 8 avrò aiperbv: all the 
less would he himself have 
doubted it; and Cicero says ex- 
pressly (infra, p. 49, 2) that he 
did not. When Ritter (iii. 699) 
finds in the proposition (ap. 
Sext. Math. xi. 73) that ‘there 
is not only a pleasure contrary 
to nature, but a pleasure accord- 
ing to nature, a manifest devia- 
tion from the older Stoicism, 
this seems questionable, both 
from the passage itself and 
the quotation in Phil. d. Cr. 
IIL i3. p. 219 sg. "Phe. Stoic 
doctrine is only that pleasure 
isa thingindifferent (a5:dpopor», 
with which the theory of a 

pleasure according to nature is 
not inconsistent; but when we 

understand by pleasure in the 
narrower sense the emotion of 
ndovy, it is like every emotion 
contrary to nature. Cf. ibid. IIl. 
218, 3. 

! A, Gell. xii. 5, 10: àvaA- 
ynola enim atque amddea non 
meo tantum, inquit, sed quorun- 
dam etiam ex eadem porticu 
prudentiorum | hominum sicuti 
judicio Panetiy . . . improbata 
abjectaque est. 

? This is seen frcm the cir- 
cumstance that, according to 
Cicero, Fin. iv. 9, 23, in the 
letter to Tubero de dolore 
patiendo, he did not expressly 
declare that pain is not an 
evil, but only enquired: Quid 
esset et quale, quantumque in eo 
esset. alieni, deinde que ratio 
esset. perferendi. 



PANJETIUS RELATION TO STOICISM. 

wise man, but only for those who are making pro- 

gress in wisdom; and for this reason it does not 
treat of the cardpOwpa, but only of the xaÓ0fov.! 
Meanwhile, however, all this contains no real devia- 

- tion from the Stoic ethies, and what we are otherwise 
- told concerning the moral doctrines of Panstius is 
in harmony with them.? His divergences from the 
traditional theology of his school were more consider- 
— able. It can only be the doctrine of Panstius 
_ which his scholar, Mucius Sceevola, puts forward (like 
- Varro? at a later period), when he says‘ that there 
are three classes of gods, those spoken of by the 
poets, by the philosophers, and by the statesmen. 
- The narratives of the poets concerning the gods are 
full of absurd and unworthy fables : they represent 
1 the gods as stealing, committing adultery, changing 
"themselves into beasts, swallowing their own chil- 
‘dren, &c. On the other hand, philosophic theology 

— '! This at least results from 
Cicero’s exposition, Off. iii. 3, 
13 sg. ; also ap. Sen. Hp. 116, 5, 

_ Pan:xtius would first of all give 
precepts for those who are not 

yet wise. In reply to the ques- 
"tion of a youth as to whetherthe 
—wise man will fall in love, he 
Says that they will both do 
better to keep themselves from 
Such an agitation of the mind, 
as they are not yet wise men. 
For further details concerning 
the treatise of Panstius see 

Phil. d. Gr. III. i. p. 273, 276 

2 Ap. Clem. Alex. Strom. ii. 
416, B; Stob, Hel. ii. 114, he 

is valueless to states (it does not adopt itself to a 

sets forth the claim of life 
according to nature; ap. Cic. 
Off. iii. 3, 11 sq.; 7, 34, he de 
clares id solum bonum, quod esset 
honestum; ap. Stob. Eel. ii. 112, 
he compares particular duties 
with marksmen aiming from 
different standpoints at the 
same mark. What Cicero quotes 
(Off. ii. 14, 51) has also an 
analogy (Phil. d. Gr. III.i. 263) 
with the ancient Stoics. The 
utterance in Off. ii. 17, 60, is 
truly Zenonian. 

3 Cf. infra, chapter vii. Varro. 
* According to Augustine, 

Civ. D. iv. 27, whose authority 
was doubtless Varro, 
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publie religion), for it contains many things the 

knowledge of which is either superfluous or preju- 

dicial to the people; under the latter category, 

Sezevola places the two propositions that many of 

the personages honoured as gods—as Heracles, 

JEsculapius, the Dioscuri—were merely human 

beings, and the gods are not in appearance as they 

are represented, for the true God has no sex, no age, 

and no members.! From this it naturally resulted ? 

that the existing religion could only be regarded as 

a convenient public institution in the service of 

order, and that the authors of it must regulate them- 

selves in their doctrine of the gods according to the 

power of comprehension in the masses. Though we 

do not know whether Pan:etius was the first to bring 

forward this discrimination of a threefold doctrine 

of the gods? we must at any rate assume that 

in his theology, as in that of the men who for 

the most part adopted it—Scevola, Varro, and 

Seneca—a thoroughly free attitude to the popular 

religion found expression and was justified : though 

it is not known that either of them, in the 

allegorieal interpretation of myths, which was so 

much in favour with the Stoics and from which 

! Among those portions of Gr: TH. 3. S17. 23) arses 

philosophical theology which treated as belonging to the 

are unnecessary for the people, Stoics universally; but the 
Stoic from whom the author 

of the Placita here takes his 
concerning which Augustine is 

silent, we must reckon the 

purely philosophic doctrines, 
incomprehensible to him. 

2 Varro says this more defi- 

nitely. 
3 In the Placita (cf. Phil. d. 

excerpt can only have belonged 
to the later period, which is 
also indicated by the appeal to 
Plato, i. 6, 3. 
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b. 

PANZETIUS RELATION TO STOICISM. 

no Stoic could ever entirely escape, went beyond 

the most general determinations. Panztius placed 

- himself in open opposition to the Stoic tradition, on 

a point which the school was accustomed to con- 
- sider of the highest importance—namely, in his dis- 
- belief of sootbsaying, mentioned above:? herein, 

- he seems to have accepted the criticism of Carne- 
- ades.? 

— him of desertion from the Stoic principles,‘ since the 

Stoa of that time acknowledged him as one of its 
. members.’ 

We cannot, however, on this account convict 

His relation to his school is, neverthe- 

less, of quite another kind from that of Antiochus 

to the later Academy: he remained true in the 

main to its doctrine; yet in his theories, and his 

attitude towards the earlier philosophers he un- 

mistakably tends to an understanding with points of 

view regarding which Stoicism had hitherto been 
accustomed to maintain a purely hostile position.® 

M Vide Phil. d. Gr III. d. Gr. III. i. 340, 1, and supra, 
h p. 325, with which cf. the p. 42, l)that he alone among 
- quotations from Varro, infra 

chap.-vi. end. 
? Even on this point the 

testimoniesare not quite unani- 
mous. Diogenes (vii. 149) 
says simply: àvvmrócTaTov abrhy 

[thy uavruchv] ono. Epiphan. 
c. Her. III. 2, 9: ris uavreías 
Kar’ ovdév émegrpépero. On the 
other hand, Cicero says, Divin. 
i. 3, 6: Nec tamen ausus est 
negare vim esse divinandi, sed 
dubitare se dixit. Similarly 
Acad. ii. 33, 107. Meanwhile 
-we see from Divin. i. 7, 12, 

_ that he propounded his doubts 
pretty decidedly, and from 
Divin. ii. 42,88; 47, 97 (cf. Phil. 

the Stoics positively discarded, 
at any rate, astrological sooth- 
saying. 

5 Cf. Cic. Divin, i. 7, 19: 
Quare omittat urgere Car- 
neades, quod faciebat etiam 
Panetius requirens, Juppiterne 
cornicem a læva, corvum ab 
dextera canere jussisset. 

4 Epiphanius is entirely in 
the wrong when he adds, after 
the words quoted in the pre- 
vious note: kal Tà Tepl 0eàv 
Aeyóueva àvýpet. Neye yap pAhv- 
apov elvai Toy Tepl Oeo Adyor, 

5 Supra, p. 42, 2. 

€ Some other opinions quoted 
from Panætius are unimportant 
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That Pansetius, in adopting this mode of thought, 

did not stand alone among the Stoics of that time, 

is proved, not only by what we have seen above of 

the deviations of Boéthus from the Stoie doctrine, 

but also by what we are told of his fellow disciples, 

Heraclides and Sosigenes. The former opposed the 

Stoic proposition concerning the equality of all 
faults;! the latter, like others, is said to have 

attempted, not without inconsistencies, to combine - 

the Aristotelian theory of the mingling of substances 

with that of Chrysippus? But we know nothing 

further of either of these contemporaries of Panztius. 
In his own school we may suppose that the con- 

ception and treatment of the Stoical doctrine, 

which he himself favoured, was predominant. But 
here, again, we have to regret the meagreness 

of the historical tradition. Though we are ac- 
quainted with the names of many of his numerous 

disciples,’ Posidonius is the only one concerning 

so far as his character as a gard to the mixture, for which 

philosopher is concerned. Van cf. Phil. d. Gr. ITE. 126 sqq.) of 8é 
Lynden (72 sq.) mentions tives abtayv, ris “Apiatorédous 
among these his opinion re- 
specting comets (Sen. Nat. Qu. 
vii. 30, 2); his theory that At- 
tica, on account of its healthy 
climate, produced gifted men 
(Procl. in Tim. 50 c., following 
Plato, Zim. 24, c.); the state- 
ment that the torrid zone is 
inhabited (Ach. Tat. Zsag. in 
Petav. Doctr. Temp. iii. 96). 

I Dios, vii, 121. 
? Alex. Aphr. 7. pifews 142, 

a. m.: Of the Stoics after 
Chrysippus, oí gv XpvoímzQ 
Tunpepovra (especially in re- 

6ó£ns Üarepov akovoa durnbevres, 
TOAAG TOY cipnucvey úm exelvou 
mepl _Kpdoews Kal avtol Aéyovauw. 
Qv eis egTi Kal Zworyevns, ETalpos 

"Avrirárpov (cf. ibid. II1.i. p. 48). 
Because they could not, on 
account of their other presup- 
positions follow Aristotle en- 
tirely (this seems the sense of 
the imperfect text), they fell 
uo contradictions. 

* Among these the following 
names should be mentioned: 
(1) Greeks: Mnesarchus, of 
Athens, who had also heard 
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— Diogenes and Antipater, the 
successor of Panstius (Cic. 
De Orat. i. 11, 45; cf. 18, 83; 

— Ind. Here. Comp. Col. 51, 4; 
78,5; Epit. Diog.ct. Phil.d. Gr. 
III. i. 33, 2), who likewise heard 
Antiochus in Athens (Cic. Acad. 
i. 22, 69; Numen. ap. Eus. Pr. 

— Ev. xiv. 9,2 ; quoting from him 
Augustin. c. Acad. iii. 18, 40). 

- Cicero (l.c. cf. Fin. i. 2, 6) calls 
him and Dardanus £um prin- 

- eipes Stoicorum. From Ind. 
Here. Col. 51, 53, 78, cf. Epit. 
Diog., it follows that Darda- 
nus was likewise an Athenian 
and a disciple of Diogenes, 
Antipater,and Pansetius. Ashe 
was at the same time called the 
successor of Panztius, he would 
seem to have conducted the 
school in common with Mnes- 
archus. Their successor: was 
probably (as Zumpt supposes, 
Abh. d. Berl. Acad. Hist. Phil. 
Kl. 1842, p. 105) Apollodo- 

— rus of Athens, whom Cicero 

ep Aa BPO PERENNE) T7 

describes as a contemporary of 
Zeno the Epicurean (JW. D. i. 
34, 93) and the Znd. Here. Col. 
53, names among the disciples 
of Panstius, but who is to be 
distinguished from the Seleu- 
cian before mentioned, with 
whom Zumpt confuses him. His 
leadership of the school must 
have fallen in the beginning 
of the first century, and perhaps 
even began before the end of 
the second. Apollonius of 
Nysa, in Phrygia, rà» Ilavavríov 
yvwpluwv &proros (Strabo, xiv. 1, 
48, p. 650), of whom nothing 
further is known. Asclepio- 
dotus, of Nicæa (Ind. Herc. Col. 

SCHOOL OF PANATIUS. 

whose opinions we possess any details, Of the suc- 

cessor of Panstius, Mnesarchus, we can only con- 

73) Damocles of Messene 
(ibid. 76,4). Demetriusthe Bi- 
thynian (Diog. v.84; Ind. Herc. 
Col. 75), with whom his father 
Diphilusis also mentioned as 
a Stoic. To him belong, asit ap- 
pears, the two epigrams in An- 
thol. Gr. ii. 64, Jac. Dionysius 
of Cyrene, a great geometrician 
(Ind. Here. 52). Georgius 
of Lacedamon (Ind. Herc. 76, 
5). Hecato of Rhodes, whose 
treatise on Duties, dedicated 
to Tubero, is quoted by Cicero, 
Off. iii. 15, 63 ; 23, 89 sgg. From 
the same treatise, if not from a 
separate work of his own on 
Benevolence, Seneca seems t 
have taken the greater part oi 
what he quotes from him (Sen. 
Benef. i. 8, 9 ; ii. 18, 2, 21, 4; 
Hi. 18,1; vi..87, 1; Ep. 5,1; 
6,7; 9,6. Several other works, 
some of them comprehensive, 
are quoted by Diogenes (see 
his. Index), who, according to 
the epitome (in which Rose 
rightly substitutes ‘Exar. for 
Kdtwv), had dedicated to him 
his own biography. The Bi- 
thynians Nicander and 
Lyco(Znd. Here. 15, 5; 76, 1). 
Mnasagoras (Epit. D). Pa- 
ramonus of Tarsus: (Ind, 
Herc. 74,77). Pausanias of 
Pontus (ibid. 76, 1). Plato 
of Rhodes (Diog. iii. 109). 
Posidonius (vide infra). 
Sosus of Ascalon (Ind. Here. 
75, 1; Steph. Byz. De Urb. 
'Ack.), doubtless the same after 
whom Antiochus of Ascalon, 
the Academician, had named a 
treatise (infra, p. 86,2). Perhaps 
after the death of Panztius he 
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jecture that the Stoicism which his pupil Antiochus 

(vide infra) found it so easy to combine with the 

had still belonged to the school 
of Mnesarchus and Dardanus, 
(which Antiochus also visited), 
as an older member. Sotas 
of Paphos" Znd. Here. T5, T). 
Stratocles of Rhodes, de- 
scribed by Strabo (xiv. 2, 13, 
p. 655) as a Stoic, and by the 
dud. dere. 17, 8.61579; naa 
disciple of Paneetius and author 
of a work on the Stoic school. 
Timocles of Knosos or Cni- 
dus (Ind. Herc. 16, 2). Anti- 
dotus also appears to have 
belonged to the school of 
Panætius or Mnesarchus, as, 
according to Ind. Here.Col. 79, 
Antipater of Tyre,scems at first 
to have been his disciple and 
afterwards the disciple of 
Stratocles, Also the poet An- 
tipater of Sidon (Diog: ii. 
39), of whom the Anthology 
contains many epigrams (ride 
Jacob. Authol. Gr. xii. 846), 
belongs to the generation after 
Panetius. According to Cicero 
(De Orat. iii. 50, 194) he was 
already known about 92 B.C., 
and still living; and the same 
author refers to an event in 
his life (De Fato, 3, 5), which 
Posidonius would seem to have 
quoted. Diotimus, or Theo- 
timus, must have been a con- 

temporary, or a little later; the 
same who, according to Diog. 
x. 3, forged immoral letters 
with the name of Epicurus 
(perhaps also the same person 
that isquoted by Sext. Math. vii. 
140); for, according to Athen. 
xiii. 611, b, he was executed for 
this at the instance of Zeno the 
Epicurean (Phil. d. Gr. III. i. 

402). Concerning Scylax of 
Halicarnassus, celebrated as an 

astronomer and politician, we 
learn from Cic. Divin.ii. 42, 88, 
that he was a friend of Pan:z- 
tius, and, like him, an opponent 
of astrology. That he belonged 
to the school of the Stoics, is 
not, however, said. In regard 
to Nestor of Tarsus. it is not 
quite clear whether he was a 
fellow disciple or a disciple of 
Panztius, or lived at a later 
time. Strabo (xiv. 514, p. 674) 
mentions him after Antipater 
and Archedemus and before 
the two Athenodori (discussed 
infra, p. 71); the Zpitome of 
Diogenes, side by side with 
Dardanus and other disciples 
of Diogenes of Seleucia, before 
Antipater. Ontheother hand, 
according to Lucian, Wacroh. 
21, the Stoic Nestor of Tarsus, 
had been the teacher of Ti- 
berius, which, as a contempo- 
rary of Panetius, in spite of 
the ninety-two years life here 
attributed to him, he could not 

possibly have been. We might 
conjecture that the so-called 
Lucian had mistaken the Stoic 
Nestor for the philosopher of 
the Academy of the same name 
(mentioned infra, p. 102, 1), the 
teacher of Marcellus (who 
may also have instructed Tibe- 
rius), and that the Stoic was 
a contemporary of Panætius. 
Between Nestor and Dardanus 
the Zpitome introduces a Ba- 
silides. This, however, was 
probably not the teacher of 
Marcus Aurelius (infra, ch. 
viii.) butan otherwiseunknown 



“doctrine of the Academy already approximated to 

that doctrine in his own exposition of it;' and that 
his views resembled those of his master on other 

- points besides psychology, of which this is expressly 

stated. Of Hecato, we know that he considerably 
- departed from the strict ethical doctrine of the Stoics 

- member of the school of Dio- 
genes; for the former could 

not have been placed here, and 
was no doubt earlier than the 
source of the Stoic biographies 
of the Laertian.—Besides the 
Greeks, there were the Romans 
"whom Panztius had for dis- 
ciples in Rome, and some of 
them also perhaps afterwards 
in Athens. The most important 

- of these, Q. ZElius Tubero, 
Q. Mucius Scevola, 
C. Fannius, P. Rutilius 
Rufus, L. Ælius, M. Vi- 
gellius, Sp. Mummius, 
have been already named 
(supra, p. 10 sq.). Further we 
may mention: A certain Piso, of 
whom we know nothing more 
(Ind. Here. Col.74, 6), but accord- 

- ing tothe theory of Comparetti 
he was the L. Calpurnius 
Piso Frugi, who was consul in 
133 B.c.; Sextus Pompejus 
(Cic. De Orat. l.c. and i.15, 67 ; 
Brut. 47, 175; Off. i. 6, 19; 
Philipp. 12, 11, 27), a distin- 
guished authority on civil law, 
geometry, and the Stoic philo- 
sophy; and L. Lucilius Bal- 
bus (De Orat. iii. 21,78: Brut. 
42, 154); for that the two last 
owed their Stoicism to Pane- 
tius is most probable. On the 
other hand, Q. Lucilius Bal- 
bus (Cic. N. D. 6, 15) seems to 
be too young forthis. When, 
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therefore, we hear in De Orat. 
iii. 21, 78 (supposed date 91 
B.C.) of two Balbi who 
were Stoics, one of these must 
be meant together with a third 
of the same name, Besides 
these the Ind. Here. Col. 74 
names the Samnites Marcius 
and Nysius; which latter 
introduced the oc7ovBaióraroi 
(in distinction from the covà- 
ator) as a separate class. 

! Nothing else has ever been 
quoted from him except an 
utterance against unphilosophi- 
cal rhetoric (ap. Cic. De Orat. 
i. 18, 83), a logical observation 
(ap. Stob. Hel. i. 436), and a 
definition of God (ibid. 60). 
These passages contain nothing 
divergent from the general 
Stoic doctrine. 

2 Galen, H. Phil. 20 (Diels, 
Doxogr. 615) : Mvfoapxos 5& thy 
Jrwikôv ómóAmjuv émikpiívev To 
gwntikdy (kal add. D.) Tb orep- 
Marikby  TepieiAev — oimüels Tis 
aicÜnrucs Ovváuews TaUVTra (un 
add. D. p. 206) ueréxew (Panæ- 
tius did not reckon it accord- 
ing to p. 46, 1, supra, as be- 
longing to the $vx?j), uépn dé s 
yvxis hOn uóvov Td AoyiKdy kal 
Tb aic0nrikóv, the latter being 
naturally again divided into 
the five senses, with which we 
come back to Panstius' six 
faculties of the soul. 
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in its application to individual details;! in this 

respect he was certainly anticipated by Diogenes; 

but tradition tells us nothing further of these philo- 
sophers. 

Rather more has been communicated to us re- 
specting Posidonius, a Syrian of Apamea, whose 

long activity seems to have extended over, or nearly 
over, the first half of the first century.* 

| Phal. d. Gr. TIL. 1:269, 2. 
2 Bake, Posidonii Rhodii Re- 

liquie Doctrine : Leiden, 1810; 
Müller, Fragm. Hist. Gree. iii. 
215 sqq.; Scheppig, De Posid. 
Apam. Rerum Gentium Terra- 
rum Scriptore : Sondersh. 1869. 

* Strabo, xiv. 2, 13, p. 655; 
xvL 2, 10, p. 759; Athen. v 
202; .¢€.3 Lucian, Macrob: 205; 
Suidas, sub voce. 

4 More precise information 
we do not possess. Three data 
may be made the basis of an 
approximate calculation: (1) 
that Posidonius was the dis- 
ciple of Pan:tius; (2) that he 
lived to be eighty-four years 
old (Lucian, J. e.) ; and (3) that, 
according to Suidas, he came 
to Rome under the consulate 
of M. Marcellus (51 n.C.). Ac- 
cordingly Bake, and subse- 
quently almost all the authori- 
ties, believe that he was born in 
135 B.C. and died in 51 B.c. 
But the statement of Suidas 
(notwithstanding Scheppig, p. 
10) seems to me suspicious ; 
partly because it is not probable 
that Posidonius as an old man 
of more than -eighty years 
journeyed a second time to 
Rome; partly because Suidas 
speaks as if this visit of Posi- 
donius to Rome were the only 

A disciple 

one, or the most known (72A80e 
66 kal eis '"Póumv, èr) Mdpkov 
MapkéAAov), and thus shows 
himself (as in the statement 
discussed supra, p. 41, 2) to 
be imperfectly informed as to 
Posidonius : and partly because 
we should necessarily expect to 
find some trace of his presence 
in Rome in Cicero, all of whose 
philosophical writings, and a 
great part of his letters, were 
written at a later time, Per- 
haps the circumstance that 
under M. Marcellus the league 
of the Rhodians with Rome 
was renewed (Lentulus, in Cie. 
ad Famil. xi. 15)— possibly, 
however, a merely clerical 
error—may have caused the 
journey which occurred in the 
last consulate of Marius (infra, 
p. 57, 2) to be placed under 
that of Marcellus. Müller (4. c. 
p. 245) believes Posidonius to 
have been ten years younger 
than he is represented accord- 
ing to the ordinarytheory. He 
bases this partly on the asser- 
tion of Athen. xiv. 657, f., that 

Strabo, D. vii, said that he 
had known Posidonius; partly 
on Strabo, xvi. 2, 10, p. 753 
(ooe. ray ka0' nuas diAo- 
gcóQwv ToÀvua0écTaTOs); partly 
on Plut. Brut. i., where some- 



thing is quoted from Posidonius 
which seems to have been 
written after Cæsar’s death. 
But the last is not correct; 
the quotation from Posidonius 
contains no allusion to Czesar’s 
murder. From the raf jas we 
can only infer at most that 
the lifetime of Posidonius had 
touched that of Strabo, which 
would also have been the case 

f E Posidonius had died in 50 
B.C. Meantime Wyttenbach in 
j Bake, p. 263 sg., shows that the 
expression is not seldom used, 
even by Strabo in a wider 

sense. The acjuaintance of 
— Strabo with Posidonius may 
- still be held without placing 
"the death of Posidonius much 
beyond 50 B.C. For as Strabo 
(vide infra, p. 73, n.) went to 

- Rome as a boy before the year 
-. 44, perhaps (as Scheppig, p. 11 

- sq, thinks, agreeing with Ha- 
- sen-Müller, De Strab. Vita, 18) 
- in 46-7, or even in 48 B.C., he 
might possibly have seen the 
.Rhodian philosopher in his 
later days. Scheppig there- 
fore places his birth in 130 B.c. 
and his death in 46 B.c. . Even 
-on this assumption sufficient 
time would not be found for 
the instruction which Posido- 
nius received from Paneetius. 
It is therefore questionable 
whether we can depend upon 
the statement of Athenzus. 

This statement occurs at the 
-same place where Athenzeus 

- also maintains that Posidonius 
- had been with Scipio in Egypt 
(supra, p. 40, 5), and may 

- be founded upon a mistake as 

POSIDONIUS,. 

f Pansztius, he also visited the countries of the 

est, as far as Gades,? but not to seek a sphere for his 

well as the latter statement. 
It relates, perhaps, not to a 
passage in the last part of 
Strabo's seventh hook, but to 
c. 8, 4, p. 297 (fx ve &v ere 
IIloceibó»ios), or c. 5, 8, p. 
316, where a report of Posi- 
donius is quoted concerning an 
event that occurred in his period 
of office, which an inaccurate 
recollection might have repre- 
sented to Athenzeus as an oral 
communication. But if the 
two statements which occa- 
sioned the death of Posidonius 
to be placed in or before 51 B.C., 
concerning his visit to Rome 
under Marcellus and his meet- 
ing with Strabo, are both 
uncertain, the possibility is not 
excluded that he may have been 
born some years before 135 B.C. 
and may have died before 51 B.C. 

! Cic. Off. iii. 2, 8; Divin. 
i. 8, 6; Suid. vide supra, p. 41, 
2 

? The traces of this journey 
are preserved in Strabo's quo- 
tations from Posidonius. We 
here see that Posidonius re- 
mained a long time in Spain, 
especially at Gades (iii. 1, 5, 
p. 138; c. 5, 7-9, p. 172, 174; 
xiii. 1, 66, p. 614); from thence 
he coasted along the African 
shores to Italy (iii. 2, 6; xvii. 
9, 4, p. 144, 827); that he 
visited Gaul (iv. 4, 5, p. 198), 
Liguria (iii. 3, 18, p. 165), 
Sicily (vi. 2, 7, p. 273), the 
Lipari islands (vi. 2, 11, p. 277), 
the east coast of the Adriatic 
Sea (vii.5, 9, p. 316). "That he 
did not neglect this opportunity 
of visiting Rome may be taken 
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teaching ;! this he found in Rhodes,? where he was 

so completely naturalised that he is frequently called 
a Rhodian.3 His name attracted numerous scholars, 

and especially Romans ; therefore, although he never 

himself taught in Rome, he must certainly be 

reckoned among the men who did most for the 

spread of the Stoic philosophy among the Romans; * 

for granted. He came a second 
time from Rhodes under the last 
consulate of Marius (86 B.C.) 
on business to Rome (Plut. 
Mar. 45), while, on the other 
hand, the supposed visit in the 
year 51 seems to me, as I have 
shown, improbable. 

! At any rate, we have not 
the slightest intimation of such 
a design. The chief purpose 
of this journey rather con- 
sisted, as far as we can gather, 
in geographical and historical 
investigation. The date seems 
to be the beginning of the first 
century, soon after the war 
with the Cimbri; cf. Strabo, 
vii. 2, 2,293. For further con- 
jectures, vide Scheppig, p. 4 sqq. 

? At what time he went to 
hhodes and what induced him 
to settle there, we are not told ; 
but as the journey in the west 
must have consumed several 
years, it is to be supposed that 
he only commenced his activity 
as a teacher subsequently. 

3 Athen. vi. 252, e; Luc. 
Macrob. 20; Suid. From Luc. 
i. e. ; Strabo, xiv. 2, 18, p. 655; 
vii. 5, 8, p. 316; Plut. Mar. 45; 
we find that he received the 
Rhodian citizenship, and filled 
public offices—even that of a 
Prytanis. 

4 We can at once perceive 

this from the manner in which 
Cicero mentions him, treating 
him throughout as a man well 
known to his Roman readers; 
cf., for example, JV. D. i. 44, 
123: Familiaris omnium nos- 
trûm Posidonius. He himself 
had heard him in Rhodes (Plut. 
Cie. 4 Ce N D 3000 TIO: 
11. 25. 01. De Patna. Da EU 
91, 316), and kept up a con- 
stant connection with him 
(Fin. i. 2, 6: Legimus tamen 
Diogenem, &c., in primisque 
Jamiliarem nostrum Posido- 
nium). Inthe year 59 B.C. he 
sent Posidonius the memorial 
of his consulate to revise, but 
Posidonius declined the propo- 
sition, as the memorial could 
gain nothing by it (Ep. ad Att. 
ii. 1). Thisisthe last definite 
date in the life of Posidonius. 
Previously Pompey had made 
the acquaintance of the philo- 
sopher, and given him repeated 
proofs of his esteem (Strabo, 
3X1. 1, 8, p. 492% Plut, Uma: 
42.016. Tusc. T0 o eae eave 
vii. 112). The story of Pompey's 
visit to him, which Cicero 
(Tusc. l. c.) cites as a proof 
of Stoic fortitude under 
sufferings, is well known. He 
was also acquainted with the 
older disciple of Panzetius, Ru- 
tilius Rufus (Cic. Off. iii. 2, 10). 



— l Seneca repeatedly names 
him as such (Zp. 33, 4; 104, 
21; 108, 38), together with 
— Zeno, Chrysippus, and Panæ- 
— tius; and in Æp. 90, 20, he says 
i of him: Posidonius, ut mea 
: fert opinio, ex his, qui pluri- 
mum philosophie contulerunt. 

? Concerning the writings 
known to us, cf. Bake, 235 sqq. ; 
Müller, 248 s4.; on the geo- 
graphical and historical writ- 

ings, Scheppig, 15 sgg. There 
are more than fifty of them, 
some of them extensive works. 
What a mine of knowledge and 
learning the later authors pos- 
sessed in them, we see from the 
numerous quotations in Cicero, 
Strabo, Seneca, Plutarch, Athe- 
neus, Galen (De Hippoeratis 
et Platonis Placitis), Diogenes, 
‘Stobseus, &c. But, no doubt, 
much besides has been trans- 
ferred without acknowledg- 
ment to other expositions. 

* Posidonius shows himself, 
as we shall find, very credulous, 
not merely in his defence of 
-soothsaying, but in other cases 
"where he accepts fabulous 
statements too easily, for which 
Strabo occasionally censures 

— him (ii. 3, 5, "s 100, 102; iii. 2, 
Éo, 147; iii. 5,.8, 173; of. also 

— 

T= nha ie, | 

E 

MT 

- POSIDONIUS. 

xvi. 2,17, p. 755). What Schep- 
pig (p. 42 s4.) observes in his 
defence is not convincing to 
me, and when he says that the 
facility with which Posidonius 
appropriates the most fabulous 
narratives about fulfiled pro- 
phecies does not signify much, 
he forgets that a person who 
accepts the most improbable 
stories without competent au- 
thority cannot possibly be à 
critical investigator of history. 

4 There is but one voice 
among the ancient authorities 
concerning the comprehensive 
learning of Posidonius. Strabo 
(xvi. 2, 10, p. 753) calls him: 
àvhp Tv Kal? hus diXogóQov 
mtoàvuabéosraros; and Galen 
says (De Hippoer. et Plat. viii. 
1; vol. v. 652 &) : Moseðóvos 6 
ETPLOTNMOVIKOTATOS TV ZXTwikür 
dia TÓ yeyvuvárðai xarà yew- 
perpíav. His knowledge of 
geometry is also praised by 
Galen (iv. 4, p.390). Stray por- 
tions of his geometrical works 
are to be found in Proclus 
(Bake, p. 178 sqqg.; Friedlein's 
Index). A proof of his as- 
tronomical knowledge is the 
globe of the heavens, which 
Cicero describes, JV. D. ii. 34, 88. 
Of his geographical enquiries 
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even at a later period he was regarded as one of Cmar. 
| he first Stoic authorities! and his numerous writ- a 

ings were among the scientific works most read.? 

In his conception of Stoicism, Posidonius follows 

in the main the tendency of his teacher Paneetius. 
E In critical acuteness and freedom of spirit he stands 

‘indeed as far behind Panztius* as he excelled him 

in erudition ;* and he po did not oppose 

His philo- 
sophic ten- 
dencies. 
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the tradition of his school with the same.indepen- 
dence as his master did. In regard to several im- 
portant points in which Panetius deserted the old 
Stoie doctrine, Posidonius returned to it. He held 

to the dogma of destruction of the world by fire ;! 
and he added some further arguments and theories 

to the ingenious devices invented by his predecessors 

for the defence of soothsaying:? for he ascribed a 

(Bake, 87 sqq.; Scheppig, 15 
sqq.) we have evidence in 
Strabo’s numerous quotations. 
Concerning the enquiries into 
natural history which he com- 
bined with his geographical 
descriptions, vide infra, p. 
62, 3. A mass of historical 
knowledge must have lain in 
the great historical work, the 
49th book of which is quoted 
by Athenieus, iv. 168 d. This 
work treated in fifty-two books 
of the period from the con- 
clusion of Polybius’s history 
(145: B.0.) $0. 89. B.C. Eor 
further details, vide Bake, p. 
133 sqq., 218 sqq.; Müller, 219 
$qq.; Scheppig, 24 «qq. 

! Diog. vii. 142: wept 5% odv 
TIS yeverews kal TIS PBopas ToU 
«ócuov pno Züvev pèv èv TQ 
mpl 0Aov, Xpvciummos 8 èv TG 
«pire Tay puoikwy kal Tocede- 
vios Èv mpote Tepl Koouov, &C. 
Ilavaírios Ò` &p9aprov amepjvaro 
Trüy kócuoyv. That in these words 
not merely the discussion, but 
the assertion, of the beginning 
and destruction of the world is 
ascribed to Posidonius, is self- 
evident. In confirmation of 
this statement we have the 
remark (Plut. Place. 1.9, 3 par.) 
that Posidonius, deviating from 
bis predecessors, would only 

allow so much space external 
to the world, as would be neces- 
sary for the world's èkmúpwosis. 
The contrary statement in 
Philo, tern. Mundi, where, 
in the passage quoted supra, 
p. 44, 1, was read (previously 
to Bernays’ correction), instead 
of Bom0bs ó Zibóvios, Bond. xal 
IIocibávios, is nullified by this 
restoration of the true text, 
which also does away with 
Hirzel’s objections (Unters. zu 
Cie. i. 225 sqq.) to my exposi- 
tion of the theory of Posido- 
nius. 

? Further details will be 
found in the passages quoted, 
Phil d. Gr HL. 337; 4. We 
there learn that Posidonius had 
treated of prophecy not only 
in the 2nd book of his $veixbs 
Aóyos, but also in a separate 
and comprehensive book ; that 
he sought to establish bolief in 
it, and to explain its possibility 
more particularly by other 
arguments (ibid. LIE, 3-339, 
Ly Sil, 9; 3413, 5) thatihis 
acceptance of fulfilled pro- 
phecies and dreams was just 
as uncritical as his predeces- 
sors Antipater and Chrysippus 
Ghid. TIT, 1.39975) "To hm 
inleed, is to be referred (cf. 
ibid. II. i. 337, 1) the en- 
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alue to this belief that might incline us to consider 
im not merely a Stoic but a Syrian Hellenist. The 

belief in demons was also taken under his protec- 

tion and utilised in support of a belief in pro- 
phecy ;! likewise the immortality of the soul,? which 

JPanstius had opposed. But on the whole he is, in 

his mode of thought, unmistakably the disciple of 
Panetius. The chief problem of philosophy for him 

also avowedly lies in ethics: it is the soul of the 

Whole system; a point of view which in and for 

í tire representation of the Stoic 
doctrine of prophecy in the 
1st book of Cicero's treatise De 
- Divinatione. 

E ' Cf. Phil. d. Gr. III. 319,2; 
820,3; Cic. Divin.i. 30, 64 : Tribus 
— modis censet (Posid.) Deorum 
 adpulsu homines somniare : uno 
quod provideat animus ipse per 
sese, quippe qui Deorum cog- 

- matione teneatur, altero quod 
plenus aër sit immortalium ani- 

morum, in quibus tamquam 
_insignite note veritatis ad- 

pareant, tertio, quod ipsi Di 
_cum dormientibus conloquantur. 
— ? Hirzel (Unters. zu Cic.i. 231 
i 8g.) indeed thinks that as Posi- 
—donius like Panzetius disbelieved 
in the conflagration of the world, 
so like him he must have entirely 
“denied the doctrine of immor- 
tality. But even if this were 
“not in itself unnecessary, the 
‘conjecture is wholly excluded 
when it has been shown that 
- Posidonius entertained no doubt 
of the conflagration of the 
—world. Posidonius’ belief in 
demons would already pre- 

dispose him to believe in a 
d future life (until the end of the 

— world); for he who allows the 

existence of immortal souls 
generally has no ground for 
denying human souls to be 
immortal. But we also learn 
from Cicero (/. c. c. 31, 63 sq.) 
that Posidonius maintained that 
dying persons had the gift of 
prophecy because (for there 
is no doubt that this argu- 
ment also belongs to him) the 
soul which even in sleep de- 
taches itself from the body, 
and thus is rendered capable 
of looking into futurity, multo 
magis faciet post mortem, cum 
omnino corpore excesserit. Tta- 
que adpropinguante morte multo 
est divinior. As, moreover, it has 
never been said in any quarter 
that Posidonius doubted the 
life of the soul after death, 
though Cicero especially had 
every opportunity of asserting 
it, we have not the slightest 
ground for the assumption. 
But whether we are justified 
in going still farther, and as- 
cribing to him the Platonic 
doctrine of the eternity of the 
soul will be discussed infra, 
p. 67, 4. 

3 Phil. d. Gr. III. i. 62, 1. 
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itself was already likely to cause a certain indiffer- 

ence to dogmatic controversies. The adornment of 

speech and the general intelligibility of dis- 

course had also for Posidonius a value which they 

had not for the older Stoics; he is not merely a 

philosopher but a rhetorician, and even in his scien- 

tific exposition he does not belie this character.’ If, 

lastly, he excelled most philosophers in learning, 

there lay therein an attempt to work, even in philo- 

sophy, rather on the surface than in the depths; 

and it cannot be gainsaid that he was inclined to 

ignore the difference between philosophic enquiry 

and erudite knowledge.? If the interest in natural 

science was stronger in him than was usual in the 

Stoic school, this circumstance might also contribute 

to tarnish the purity of his Stoicism, and to bring 

him nearer to the Peripatetics.? 

MCL Straboni. 2. 5,5. 147: 
Ioceibóvios ðe TÒ TAT7200s5 TGV 

petaddAwy (in Spain) émauvàv kal 
THY àperi]v OVK ATEXETAL THS TvV- 
neous pntopelas, àAXAà avvevOov- 
ci& Tats bmepBoAats. Even the 
fragments we possess are some- 
times ornate in style, but 
always well written, and show 
no trace of the tasteless mode 
of exposition delighting mostly 
in the form of scholastic in- 
ference employed by Zeno and 
Chrysippus. 

2 According to Seneca, Lp. 
88, 21, 24, he reckoned mathe- 
matics and all liberal arts 
under philosophy. Seneca, 
Ep. 90, 7 sqq. combats the 
statement which Posidonius 
had tried to establish—that 

His admiration 

even the mechanical arts were 
invented by the philosophers of 
the Golden age. Perhaps he is 
responsible also for what 5trabo 
says, i. 1, that as philosophy is 
the knowledge of things human 
and divine ( PAil.d.G». 111.1. 238, 
3), so moAvud8eia can belong to 
no one except to a philosopher ; 
geography is consequently a 
part of philosophy. 

3 Strabo, 1. 9, 0, 9p: 0104 

TOÀU yap TTL TÒ aiTLoAoyiKdy 
map aùr (Strabo is speaking 
primarily of his geographical 
work) kal Tò àpiaToTeA(Qov, mep 
ékkAlvovociv of  Tuérepo (the 
Stoics) àù Thy ènikpuyiv Ttv 
aitlwy. Some particulars bor- 
rowed by Posidonius from Ari- 
stotle are given by Simplicius 
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for Plato! was just as great (after the example 
of Panætius); and in his commentary on the 
Timæus,? we may well suppose that he tried to 

combine the Stoic doctrine with the Platonic. Even 

his agreement with Pythagoras is of consequence in 

his eyes ;* and Democritus himself is reckoned by 

him among the philosophers ; * to which the earlier 

Stoics would have demurred on account of the re- 

lation of Democritus to Epicurus.® 

Phys. 64, b. m. (from Geminius' 
abstract of his Meteorology.) 
De calo, 309, b, 2 K ; Schol. in 
Arist. 517, a, 31; Alex. Aphr. 
Meteorol. 116, a, o. 

1 Galen, Hipp. et Plat. iv. 7, 
- 421: kairo kal rod TlAdtrwyvos 
Oavuarras ypdipayros, as kal 6 
IIloceibóvios emionualverat Oav- 
uá(ev Tbv üvbpa kal Ociov àro- 
KaAci, ws kal mpeoBebwv abToU Td 
Te Tepl Tov mahv Dóyuara kal TÈ 
mepl ràv THs yvxijs Suvduewy, &c. 
Posid. ibid. v. 6, p. 472 : orep 6 
TlAdrwyv huas didate. 

2 Sext. Math. vii. 93; Plut. 
T Procr. An. 22, p. 1023; Theo 
— 8myrn. De Mus. c. 46, p. 162, 
Bull; Hermias in Phedr. p. 

- 114,Ast., if a commentary on the 

| "referred to. 
- Phaedrus of his own is not here 

That he perhaps 
wrote a commentary on the 

- Parmenides has already been 
p 
LE 

A 

Í 
— 6, p. 478. 
" 
e 

observed, supra, p. 43, 1. 
3 Galen, l. c. iv. 7, p. 425; v. 

What Plutarch, l. c., 
quotes from Posidonius (vide 
- Phil. d Gv. 1I. i. 659, 1) belongs 
- to the exposition of the Timzus, 
not directly to his own theory ; 
and the Pythagorean opinion 
ap. Sext. 7. c., as the comparison 

Hence it is mani- 

of the passage in Math. iv. 2 sqq. 
shows, does not belong to the 
citation from Posidonius. Also 
the remark in Theo Smyrm. l. c., 
that day and night correspond 
with the even and uneven, 
manifestly taken from the com- 
mentary on the Timzus, can 
only serve to give a physical 
sense to the Platonicutterances, 
and therefore can prove nothing 
in regard to Posidonius’ own 
adhesion to the Pythagorean 
numbersystem. Ritter iii. 701. 

* Sen. Zp. 90, 32. 
* His eclecticism would have 

gone still further if Posidonius 
really, as Ritter, iii. 702, says, 
had derived Greek philosophy 
from Oriental tradition. This, 
however, is not correct in so 
universal a sense; he merely 
said of Democritus that his 
doctrine of atoms was taken 
from the supposed Phcenician 
philosopher Mochus( Phil. d. Gr. 
I. 765), but this tells nothing as 
to the philosophival tendency 
of Posidonius, but only as to 
his deficiency in historical 
criticism, which is abundantly 
attested by Cicero and Strabo. 

CHAP. 
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fest that he must necessarily have approximated the 

other systems to Stoicism, and Stoicism to the other 

systems. A special opportunity for this seems to 
have been afforded to him, as to his contemporary 

Antiochus (vide infra), by the polemic against 

scepticism. In order to repel the accusations 

which were derived from the conflict of the philo- 

sophic systems, it was asserted that in the main 

they were agreed.' It does not appear, however, 

that he allowed himself many departures in material 

respects from the ancient Stoicism: our sources, at 
any rate, only mention one important divergence, his 

Platonising anthropology. Whereas the Stoic doc- 
trine, in opposition to that of Plato and Aristotle, 

denied a plurality of faculties belonging to the soul, 

and reduced all the phenomena of life to the one 

intellectual fundamental faculty, Posidonius was of 

opinion that the facts of the soul’s life are not to be 

explained in reference to one principle. He found 
it, like Plato, inconceivable that reason should be 

the cause of that which is contrary to reason and of 
the passions ;? and he believed that the fact of our 

! To this the following pas- 
sage refers (Diog. vii. 129): 
oket © avtots  ufTe uà 
Tiv Siapwviay apiotacbar QiXo- 
Topias, émel TG Adyw TOUT Tpo- 
Aeljew GAov Toy fov, ws Kal 
Toceidavids pnow èv Tois mpo- 
TOENTIKOLS, 

? The observation mentioned 
supra, p. 60, 1, concerning empty 
Space outside the world is quite 
unimportant: and what we 
otherwise know of his physical, 
astronomical, and geographical 

definitions, though they doubt- 
less contain many amplifica- 
tions and rectitications of the 
earlier theories, tell us nothing 
of any departure from the 
Stoic doctrine in connection 
with his philosophical view of 
the universe, It will, there- 
fore suflice to indicate the 
quotations, Phil. d. Gr. ILL. i., 
given in the account of the 
Physies of the Stoics. 

3 Galen, De Hipp. et Plat. 
(where this subject is treated 
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affections being frequently at strife with our will 

could only be explained by an original opposition of 

the faculties working in man;! he showed that 

passionate movements of the mind could not arise 

merely from our notions about good and evil things, 

for as soon as these notions are of a rational kind, 

they do not produce a passionate movement, nor 

have they this result with all persons in the same 

manner; and even an existing emotion does not 

exclude a simultaneous and opposite activity of 

reason.? Finally he remarked that the circum- 

stance that fresh impressions affect the mind more 

strongly cannot be explained on the presuppositions 
of the Stoie theory—for our judgment concerning 

the worth of things is not changed by duration of 

time. For all these reasons, Posidonius declared 

himself for the Platonie doctrine that the emotions 
arose not from the rational soul but from courage 

and desire, as from two particular faculties,‘ which, 

questions as the seat of the at length) iv. 3, p. 377 sq.; v. 5, 
461. 

1 Loc. cit. iv. 7, 424 sq. 
2 Loo. cit. iv. 5, 397; o. 7, 

7416 ; v. 6, 473 sq. 
* L.c.iv.7,416sq. I pass over 

some further arguments. When, 
however, Ritter, iii. 703, repre- 
sents Posidonius as saying: In 
order to understand the doc- 
trine of the passive emotions 
there is no need of lengthy 
arguments and proofs, I cannot 
find this in the utterance in 
Galen, v. 178, ch. (502 &). Posi- 
‘donius here blames Chrysippus 
for appealing to passages from 
the poets in regard to such 

soul, and not only in regard to 
points which may be decided 
simply from immediate per- 
ception or self-consciousness. 
As an instance of the latter he 
brings forward mental condi- 
tions, and says of them that 
they require où uakpàv Adywr 
ovd amodeltewr, udyns 56 dvaurh- 
Tews àv Exdorote mdoxouev, But 
this does not mean, In order to 
understand them there needs no 
proof; but, Theiractual constitu- 

tion is known to us immediately 
through self-consciousness. 

* Galen, l. c. v. 1, 429: Xpic- 
immos wey ov... &robeikvivat 
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being distinct from reason, are determined by the 

constitution of the body:! he would have these 

forces regarded, however, not as parts of the soul 

but only as separate faculties of one and the same 

essence, the seat of which, according to the prevail- 

ing opinion of his school, he placed in the heart. 

Desire and courage must also, he thought, belong 

to the animals; the former to all ; the latter only to 

those capable of changing their place:? an indica- 

meiparat kpiaeis Tiwwàs elvai Tov 
AoyurT uoo TÀ ráðn, Zhvwv 9 ov 
TÒS kpiaeis avTas GAAG Tas ÈTL- 

yeyvomevas avTais gvaTohas kal 
Avoeis émdpaeis TE kal Tas TIHTELS 
THS Vvxils evdurcey elvar TA TAON. 
ó Iloceibovios ò’ àupoTépors õie- 
vexGels émauvet Te Gua, kal mpoote- 
rat Tò MAdtwvos Séyua kal ayTi- 
Aéyei Tots mepl toy Xpvoinmov 
ore kpiceis elvar Ta máün Seik- 
rowv obre emiyryvoueva Kpicect, 
GAAG Kivhoers Tivas érépev Bvvd- 
pewy addywr È ó TlAdtwy wvdua- 
gey emOuuntinny Te kal 0vuocióT). 

Ibid. iv. 3, 139, et passim. 
1 Loc. cit. v. 2, 464: as TOV 

maOnTiKav KIWnTEwY THS YVXÌS émo- 
uévwy dei Tf; Siadeoe: TOV a óuaTos. 

?T Loc. at.) wi. 2; 515: 00 
'ApigToréAns T€ kai ó IIoc eibcvios 

eln uèv À uépm Wuxis ovK òvo- 
pacovoww (which he has per- 
haps done in inaccurate lan- 
guage, infra P. 68, 5) Suvduers 
9 elvai pact pias ovalas èk THs 
Kapdias ópuwuévns. When Ter- 
tull. (De An. 14), departing 
from the above exposition, 
says : Dividitur autem (sc. 
anima) in partes . . . decem 
apud quosdam Stoicorum, et in 
duas amplius apud Posidonium, 

qui a duobus exorsus titulis, 
principali, quod ajunt hysuovi- 
Kov, et a rationali, quod ajunt 
AoyiKoy, in duodecim exinde pro- 
secuit, this discrimination of 
the hyeuovikòv from the Aoy:koy 
shows that we have here to do 
with a misunderstanding of 
his own in regard to what he 
had found in his authority. 
For conjectures as to the origin 
of this misunderstanding, vide 
Diels, Doxogr. 206. 

3 Galen, l. e. v. 6, 476 : ca 
pev ov Tav (wv BvakivnT. orl 
kai TpocTeQukóra Oikmv dvTàGv 
Tais méTpais Ñ TiO iV ÉéTÉpoiS TOL0U- 
Tos, ETiÜvula  uóvm Ouceia0at 
A€yet avrà, TA 0 GAAa TÀ üXo'ya 
cop*avyra tats Suvduerw audo- 
Tépous xpjoba: Tfj T émiÜvumrukT) 
kal TH Ovuoeder, Thy &v0pwmov de 
uóvov tats tpiol, mpocerAnpevat 
yap kal Thy AoyloTiKhy apxmv. 
The distinction between ani- 
mals which are capable of 
motion from a place and those 
which are not, together with 
the observation that even the 
latter must have sensation and 
desire, is first met with in 

Aristotle (cf. Phil. d. Gr. II. ii. 
II. 6, 498). 
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tion that Posidonius, in agreement with Panetius ! 
and Aristotle,? held that the faculties peculiar to the 
- less perfect natures were retained in the higher, and 
- were only completed by the addition of new faculties.? 
- Whether Posidonius, like Plato, drew the further 
inference from the opposition of the rational and 
irrational soul, that the former, before its entrance 
into the body, existed without the latter, and will 
. exist without it after death, is uncertain ;4 but if he 
held this, even with the modifications required by the 
doctrine of the world’s destruction, his deviations 
from the Stoic anthropology would necessarily be 

1 Vide supra, p. 47, 2. 
p? Phil. d. Gr. II. ii. 499. 
_ > Cf. Schwenke (Jahrb. f. 
— Class. Philol. 1879, p. 136 sq.), 
— who here appeals to the ob- 
_ servation of Cicero, apparently 
derived from Posidonius, JV. D. 
ii. 12, 33: Plants are endowed 
(saei cvvéxea6ai, cf. PAil.d. Gr. 
HI. i. 192, 3) with a natura; bes- 
- fiis autem sensum et motum dedit 
(se. natura). . . hoe homini 
amplius, quod addidit rationem. 

— .* Cicero remarks (De Divin. 
i. 51, 115) in order to establish 
foreknowledge in dreams: The 
“spirit lives in sleep liber ab 
sensibus. Qui quia vixit ab 
omni eternitate versatusque est 
Cum innumerabilibus animus, 
omnia que in natura rerum 
sunt, videt, &c.; and in c. 57, 
131, he returns to the subject: 
Cumque animi hominum semper 

multiplied thereby to a considerable extent. 
| These deviations from the Stoic tradition had not, 
- indeed, the influence on the other doctrines of Posi- 

Suerint futurique sint, [quid est | 
cur ti quid ex quoque eveniat et 
quid quamque rem significet 
perspicere non possint? If this 
agrees with the other contents 
of the first book of Posidonius, 
the pre-existence of the soul 
(Corssen, De Posid., Bonn, 1878, 
p. 31) must have been found 
there. But the semper and ab 
omni eternitate must even then 
be laid to Cicero's account, for 
Posidonius could admit souls to 
exist neither before the begin- 
ning nor after the end of the 
world to which they belong. 
It is all the more questionable 
whether the exposition of this 
Stoic has-not been here ampli- 
fied by Cicero, or whether some- 
thing which he hypothetically 
quoted from Plato may not 
have been taken in a more 
definite sense, 

F 2 

His 
ethics. 
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donius which we might have expected from his own 
utterances; though he decidedly recognises the de- 

pendence of ethics upon the theory of the emotions, 

there is nothing told us of his ethics which would 
clash with the Stoic moral doctrine: for the state- 

ment of Diogenes, that he did not hold virtue to 

be the only good, and sufficient for happiness, we 

have already seen to be untrustworthy ;? and if he 

was of opinion that many things, even for the pre- 
servation of one's country, ought not to be done,‘ 

this, though a deviation, was, in any case, only such 

a deviation from the cynicism of the oldest Stoics 
as may be considered an amendment in harmony 

with the spirit of the system.’ Nevertheless, we 

cannot regard the Platonising anthropology of our 

philosopher as a merely isolated admission of alien 

elements into the Stoie system ; for in this alliance 

with Plato and Aristotle there comes to light an 

internal, historical, and not unimportant transform- 

ation of Stoicism. This system had, in its theo- 

retical part, abolished the Platonie and Aristotelian 

duality of form and substance, spirit and matter: 

i! Zsb wif iv. T, 4215 v. 6, 

469 ; 471 sq. 
? vii. 103; 128. 
3 Vide supra, p. 47, 4. 
A (no. Off. 1. £5, 159. 
5 Even the contradiction 

given by Posidonius to an in- 
adequate explanation of the 
requirement of life according to 
nature (Galen, J. e. v. 6, p. 170) 
does not touch the nucleus of 
the Stoic theory, and his own 
definition of the highest good 

(ap. Clem. Strom. ii. 416, B): 
Tb (fv OewpoUvra Thy Tv bAwY 
&Afj0eiav kal trači kal av*ykara- 
cKevd(eiw avToy KaTa TÒ Suvaroy, 
Kata pndev ayduevoy imb ToU 
&Aó'yov uépovs TIS Wuxis, is only 
a formal extension of the older 
definitions. The difference be- 
tween Posidonius and Chrys- 
ippus (mentioned Phil. d. Gr. 
III. i. 232, 2), in regard to 
diseases of the soul, is also 
unimportant. 
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| and in connection therewith had also denied the 

existence of a plurality of spiritual faculties in man. - 

At the same time, however, in the practical sphere, 

it had demanded the withdrawal of self-consciousness 

from externality, and founded an ethical dualism 

such as neither Plato nor Aristotle had recognised. 

The contradiction of these two determinations now 

makes itself felt ; the moral dualism, which marks 

the fundamental tendency of the Stoic philosophy, 
reacts on the theoretic view of the world, and obliges 

the Stoics in this also, at any rate in the sphere of 

anthropology, to introduce an opposition of principles; 
for we may easily see that it is not the Platonic 

triple division of reason, courage, and desire, but 

rather the twofold distinction of rational and ir- 

rational in the human soul, with which Posidonius 

is concerned.! Our philosopher himself clearly in- 

cates this connection when, in his doetrine of the 

emotions and their connection with reason, he exalts 

as their principal use—that they teach us to recog- 

-nise in ourselves the distinction of the divine and 

rational from the irrational and animal, and to 

follow the demon within us, and not the evil and 

un-divine.? Here not only is the psychologic dualism 

1 This dualism is expressed 77s Te &vowodoylas kal ToU karos 
also in the notice in Plutarch, 
Fr. 1, Utr. an. an corp. 8. egr. c. 
6, which says that Posidonius 
divided all human activities 
and conditions into yvxikà, sw- 
parika, cwuaTiKda Tepl puxhy and 
Vyvxikà tepl oua. 

2 Ap. Galen, v. 6, p. 469: Tò 
0) TG» maby alriov, TOVTÉOTI 

Saluovos Blov, TÒ uù karà way 
erecOar TG èv adT@ Daluovi ovy- 
yevet re vri kal Thy duolay piow 
éxovTt TH Tov ÜXov Kécpov s101- 
Koüvri, TQ 06 xeípovi kal Cwdder 
more cvvekkA(vovras péperOat. oi 
66 roUTo TapibóvTes obre èv Tav- 
Tois BeATiover Thy aitlay ray 
malv, ovr’ èv ois mepl Tis 
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which constitutes with Posidonius the proper nucleus 
of the Platonising triple division clearly enunciated ; 

but it is also said that this dualism chiefly appears 

necessary to the philosopher for the reason that it is 

the anthropological presupposition of the ethical 

opposition of sense and reason. The first symptom 

of this bias we have already noticed in Panstius— 

in the distinction of yvy) and $vc:s ; in its further 

development in Epictetus and Antoninus we shall 

find, later on, one of the phenomena which prepared 

the transition from the Stoa to Neo-Platonism. 

The psychology of Posidonius therefore appears as a 

link in a great historical nexus; that it was not 

without importance for the later conception of the 

Stoic doctrine, we may see from the statement of 

Galen,’ that he had met with none among the Stoics 

of his time who had known how to answer the 

objections of Posidonius against the old Stoic 
theory.? 

In the period immediately following Posidonius the 

spread of the Stoic schoolisindeed attested by the great 

evdamovias kal duodoyias óp0o- 
dotovow. ov yap BAémovouv Ott 
mpatov eat èv aùtT TÒ karà 
undev &yecOa bd ToU addyou TE 
kal kakodaiuovos kal à0éov Tis 
yvxüs. Cf. ibid. p. 470 sq., and 
what is quoted supra, 68,5, from 
Clemens. In opposition to the 
moral dignity of the spirit, 
Posidonius, ap. Sen. Ep. 92, 10, 
speaks of the body as inutilis 
caro et fluida receptandis tan- 
tum cibis habilis. 

! Loc. cit. iv. T, end; 402 sq. 
? [n the preceding pages it 

has been shown what is pecu- 
liar to Posidonius as compared 
with the older Stoic doctrines ; 
the points on which he is 
evidence for them, and as such 
has repeatedly been quoted in 
earlier sections of this work, 

are enumerated by Bake. In his 
collection, completed by Müller, 
Fragm, Hist. Gr. iii. 252 sqq., 
and Scheppig, De Posid. 45 sqq., 
are to be found the historical 
and geographical fragments and 
theories of this philosopher. 
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but only a portion of these seem to have occupied 
- themselves independently with philosophy, and even 

of that portion there was certainly not one philosopher 

- to compare with Panætius and Posidonius in scientific 

importance and influence. It is, therefore, all the 

- numbers of itsmembers with whom we are acquainted ; | 

. l Beside those already enu- 
- merated, p. 52 sg., the follow- 
ing may here be mentioned :— 

_ (a) Greeks: Dionysius, who, 
_ according to Cicero (Tuse. ii. 11, 

- 26), must still have been teach- 
ing in Athensin the year 50 B.C., 
as Cicero in this treatise repre- 
sents him as heard by his 
young interlocutor in that city. 
In that case he must be distin- 
guished from Dionysius of 
Cyrene, the disciple of Pans. 
tius (p. 53); but he is no 
doubt the same person spoken 
of by Diog. vi. 43, ix. 15, and 
opposed by Philodemus 7. on- 
pelwy, col. 7 sqq. (as results from 
col 19, 4 sq. after Zeno). If 
he was the head of the school, 

— he can scarcely have followed 
— immediately after Mnesarchus 
(wide supra, p. 53); perhaps, as 

.has already been shown, /oc. 
cit., Apollodorus is to be placed 
between them. Further, we 
have the three disciples of Posi- 
donius : Asclepiodotus 
(Sen. Nat. Qu. ii. 26, 6; vi. 17, 
3, et passim) ; Phanias (Diog. 
vii. 41) and Jason, the son of 
his daughter, who succeeded 
him as head of the school in 
Rhodes (Suidas, sub voce ; while 
on the other hand, as is 
shown, Phil d. Gr. III. i. 
48, he cannot be, as Compa- 
retti supposes, the anonymous 
disciple of Diogenes alluded to 

in the Ind. Herc. col. 52, 1); 
and Leonides, whom Strabo, 
xiv. 2, 13, p. 655, describes as a 
Stoic from Rhodes was probably 
a pupil of Posidonius. Also 
thetwo teachers of the younger 
Cato, Athenodorus with the 
surname Cordylio, from Tar- 
sus, whom Cato took with him 
from Pergamum to Rome and 
kept with him till his death 
(Strabo, xiv. 5, 14, p. 674. 
Plut. Cato Min. 10, 16; Epit. 
Diog.), previously overseer of 
the library at Pergamum in 
which he capriciously corrected 
the writings of Zeno (Diog. 
vii. 34); and Antipater of 
Tyre (Plut. Cato, 4 ; Strabo, xvi. 
2, 24, p. 757; Epit. Diog.), 
doubtless the same who, accord- 
ing to Cicero, Off. ii. 24, 86, 
died shortly before the compo- 
sition of this treatise, in 
Athens, and had written, it 
would seem, upon Duties; a 
treatise of his mept xócuov, is 
quoted in Diog. vii. 139 e£ pass. ; 
and respecting two other trea- 
tises, it is uncertain to which 
Antipater they belong.  Ac- 
cording to Ind. Here. col. 79 
(supra, p. 54) he had one or 
perhaps two disciples of Panæ- 
tius for his instructors. Apol- 
lonius of Tyre seems, accord- 
ing to Strabo, l.c., to have been 
somewhat younger; treatises 
under his name are quoted by 
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more probable that most of them followed the 

direction which these two men had given; that 

the school at that period held in the main to the 
doctrine of Zeno and Chrysippus, but repudiated 

alien elements less strictly than before ; and partly 

Strabo, and ap. Diog. vii. 1, 2, 
6, 24, perhaps also ap. Phot. 
Cod. 161, p. 104, b, 15. Dio- 
dotus, who instructed Cicero, 
and who afterwards lived with 
him, finally having become 
blind, died at his house about 
60 B.C. and made Cicero his 
heir (Cic. Brut. 90, 309; Acad. 
15295. IIS WSJA3G.23:6:04 
Zhvw.xui.l6,1x. 4; Tusc. v, 39, 
113; ad Att. ii. 20); a disciple 
of his, a freedman of the 
triumvir Crassus, Apollonius 
by name, is mentioned by Cicero, 
ad Fam. xii. 16. From him 
must be distinguished the 
Apollonius of Ptolemais in 
the Ind. Here. col. 78, whom 
the compiler of that catalogue 
calls pfAos nuv ; for this man, 
as is there stated, had heard 
Dardanus and Mnesarchus who 
were both (cf. p. 53) disciples 
of Diogenes, and as such can 
hardly have lived to the year 90 
B.C.; whereas the Apollonius 
of Cicero, as a boy in his 
house, long after this date, 

enjoyed the instruction of 
Diodotus and accompanied 
Cæsar (though not probably in 
extreme age) to the Alexandrian 
war. Comparetti (/. e. p. 470, 
547) wrongly identifies them. 
Apollonides, the friend of 
Cato, who was about him in 
his last days (Plut. Cat. Win. 
65 67.3 0f. Pt. d. Gr AE A. p. 
48). Athenodorus, the son 

of Sandon, from Tarsus or the 
neighbourhood, perhaps a dis- 
ciple of Posidonius, the teacher 
ot the Emperor Augustus, con- 
cerning whom cf. Strabo, xiv. 
5, 14, p. 674; Lucian, Macrob. 
21, 285; Dio Chrysost. 107399; 
p.24 R; Mlan. Vo HH. xii. 25; 
Plut. Poplic. c. 17, and Apoph- 
thegm. Heg. Ces. Aug. 7, p. 
207; Qu. Conv. ii. 1, 13, 3, p. 
634 ; Dio Cass. lii. 36; lvi. 43; 
Zosim. Hist. i. 6; Suid.'A0mvó9.; 
Müller. Fragm. Hist. Gr. iii. 
485 sq. Whether the writings 
and sayings quoted from 
Athenodorus belong to him 
or to another person of the 
same name, in most instances 

cannot be discovered with cer- 
tainty, but it seems to me 
probable that by the Atheno- 
dorus mentioned in Sen. 
Tranqu. An. 3, 1-8, 7,2; Ep. 

10, 5, without further descrip- 
tion, is to be understood our 

Athenodorus, since at that 
time he was certainly the best 
known man of the name in 
Rome; that he was likewise 
the same who wrote about, i.e. 

against, the Aristotelian cate- 
gories, and who was opposed 
on particular points by Conutus, 
we find from Simpl. 5, a. 15, 9. 
41, y. (Schol. in Arist. 47, b, 
203, 61,2, 25-3932» 6940,65 
Porph. é&ry. 1,5, 21, b (Schol. in 
Arist. 48, b, 12); cf. Brandis, 

Abhandl. d. Berl. Akad, 1833; 



Phil. -Hist. Kl. 275; Prantl. 
Gesch. d. Log. i. 538, 19. Some 

fragments of an historical and 
goes character have 

en collected by Müller, /. c. 
E ethics quoted in Diog. vii. 

, 121, may also belong to the 
n of Sandon; and he is no 

OM the Athenodorus Calvus, 
who inspired Cicero's treatise 
“on Duties (Cic. ad Att. xvi. 
mi, 14); while on the other 
"band the author of the Tepl- 
maro, which Diogenes fre- 
quently cites, is more probably 
the Peripatetic of the same 
name spoken of infra, p. 124. 
To this same period babies 
Theo of Alexandria, who ac- 
cording to Suidas, sub vece, 
lived under Augustus and was 
“the author of a work on Rheto- 
Tic besides an epitome of 
Apollodorus’ Physics. Perhaps 

e may be the person al- 
E to in the Ind. Here. 
eol. 79, in the words óv 'AAe£av- 
- Bpebs, thought by Comparetti 
to be Dio of the Academy 
(vide infra, p. 100). In that 

ease he was a disciple of 
-Btratocles (vide supra, p. 54) 
and only the latter part of his 
life ean have fallen under 

—Augustus. If he survived 
Arius (vide infr a, 106, 1 : Suidas 
“Says: 'yeyovos èm Alvyobarov 
petà "Apeiy) he must have 

lived to a great age like his 
ginaster Stratocles. (Of two 

STOICS OF THE FIRST CENTURY B.C. 

its learned activity, partly in the practical appli- 
cation of its principles, eame into amicable contact 

‘on many points with other schools. 
‘showing the extent to which this eclecticism attained 

in individuals will be presented to us in Arius 

An example 

other Stoics of this name, one 
of them from Antioch, men- 
tioned by Suidas, 0éev Sxupr., 
the other from Tithora, men- 
tioned by Diogenes, ix. 82, we 
do not know the dates, but 
the latter must be older than 
ZEnesidemus.) Lastly, Strabo, 
the famous geographer, con- 
sidered himself as belonging 
to the Stoic school. His birth 
must be placed, as Hasen- 
müller says, De Strab. Vita 
Diss., Bonn, 1863, p. 13 sq. 
(who also discusses the various 
theories), in or before 58 B.C., 
as in 44 B.C. he saw P. Servilius 
Isauricus, who died in his nine- 
tieth year (Strabo, xii. 6, 2, 
p. 568), and saw him in Rome, 
whither Strabo can scarcely 
have gone before his fourteenth 
year. His native city was 
Amasea in Pontus (Strabo, xii, 
3, 15, 39, p. 547, 561); he lived, 
however, under Augustus and 
Tiberius at Rome. (At the end 
of his 6th book he names 
Tiberius as the present ruler 
and Germanicus as his son; 
this passage must aecordingly 
have been written between 14 
and 19 after Christ) He 
betrays himself ta be a Stoic 
not only by utterances such as 
i. 1, p. 2 (the Stoic definition 
of philosophy), i. 2, 2, p. 15, 
but he also calls Zeno å jérepas 
i. 2, 34, p. 41, and xvi. 4, 27, 
p. 784; vide supra, p. 62, 3. 
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Didymus, who indeed counted himself a member of 

the Stoic school, but who approximates so closely to 

Alexander the Academician, that it seems preferable 
to speak of him after that philosopher. 

Perhaps Athenodorus, the son of 
Sandon, may have introduced 
him to Stoicism; whom he 
calls Zuiv éraipos (xvi. 4, 21, 
p. 779), and concerning whom 
he shows himself to be accu- 
rately informed (xiv. 5, 14, p. 
674). Meanwhile he had also 
heard the Peripatetic Tyrannio 
(xii. 3, 16, p. 548) and Xen- 
archus (xiv. 4, 4, p. 670) and 
had had the still more famous 
Boethus either as a fellow dis- 
ciple or more probably (for the 
word ouvedidocophoouey in xvi. 
2, 24, p. 757, permits also this 
interpretation) as a teacher. 
(Of a third instructor, Aristo- 
demus, he does not say in xiv. 

1, 48, p. 650, to what school he 
belonged, or in what he in- 
structed him.) The date of 
Protagoras, a Stoic, men- 
tioned by Diogenes, ix. 56, is 
unknown. (b) Among the 
Romans of this period, the 
following are known to us as 
adherents of the Stoic doc- 
inne: Q, Lucilius Balbus, 
whom Cicero praises as a dis- 
tinguished Stoic (JV. D. i. 6, 15) 
and whom in the second book 
of this treatise he considers as 
the representative of the school. 
M. Porcius Cato Uticensis, 
already described by Cicero 

(Parad. Proem. 2, as perfectus 
Stoicus; in Brut. 31, 118 as 
perfectissimus Stoicus ; and in 
Pro Mur. 29, 61 attacked on 

account of Stoical asperities, 
called in De Finibus the leader 
of his school, the writings of 
which Cato (iii. 27) earnestly 
studied, and after his death one 

of the ideals of the Stoies ( Phil, 
d. Gr.1II.i. 254,3). His teachers, 
Antipater and  Athenodorus 
and his friend Apollonides 
have already come before us, 
Concerning his Stoicism vide 
also Pliny, Hist. Nat. vii. 30, 113, 
xxxiv. 8, 92. M. Favoniusg 
a passionate admirer of Cato's, 
respecting whom cf. Plut. Brut, 
34; Cato Min. 32, 46; Cesar, 
21; Pomp. 73; Sueton. Octar, 
135 Valer. Max. 1. 10,8; Dig 
Cass. xxxviil.7, xxxix.14. Alsq 
Valerius Soranus, an older 
contemporary and acquaintance 
of Cicero's (Cic. Brut. 46, 169), 
seems from what is quoted by 
Augustine ( Civ. D. vii. 11, 13), 
probably from his treatise on 
the Gods (Bernhardy, Rom. 
Lit. 229), to have belonged to 
the school of Panstius. Some 
others who are also occasionally 
reckoned among the Stoics, as 

Varroand Brutus, will be spoken 
of later on. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

HE ACADEMIC PHILOSOPHERS IN THE FIRST CENTURY 

BEFORE CHRIST. 

r HIS approximation and rasitial blending of the 

chools of philosophy, as has been already observed, 

was accomplished in a still more decisive manner in 

he Academy. We have seen how effectively the way 

vas cleared for eclecticism, partly through the scep- 

icism of the Academy, and partly through the theory 

f probability connected with that scepticism; and 

iow in consequence certain traces of this mode of 

hought appear even among the first disciples of 

Jarneades.! It was still more definitely developed 

jiter the commencement of the first century before 

1 Phil. d. Gr. III. i. 526, 2; 
(pra, p. 5, 2. 
ae F. Hermann, De Philone 

parissco: Gött. 1851; ibid. De 
| " one Lariss. disputatio al- 

, 1855; Krische on Cicero’s 
loade emica, Göttinger Studien, 
1136-200, 1845. 
* Stob. Eel. ii. 38. 
! Cic. Acad. ii. 6, 17: Clito- 
cho Philo vester operam mul- 
annos dedit; Plut. Cie. 3; 

b. l. c. According to the Znd. 
B Asadoustooruns(ed. Büche- 

Py ^ 
it 
jz 
| 

] 

I 

1 ist, by Philo and Antiochus. 

Philo, a native of Larissa, in Thessaly,’ was the 
is iple and successor of Clitomachus in Athens.‘ In 

ler Griefsw. 1869), col. 33, he 
came when he was about 
twenty-four to Athens, and here 
for fourteen years attended the 
school of Clitomachus, after he 
had previously been instructed 
in his native city (according 
to Büchelers emendation, for 
eighteen years ; therefore, from 
his sixth or seventh year; I 
should rather conjecture : wep) 
dx[ TH oKxeddy jérn, or something 
similar) by Callicles, a disciple 
of Carneades. According to the 

CHAP, 
IV. 

C. The 
Acade- 
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the Mithridatie war he fled, with others on the Roman; 

side, to Rome,! and here gained for himself great 
esteem,? both as a teacher and as a man. 

him Cicero was won over to the doctrine of the new 
Academy, as Philo had apprehended it.? 

he ever returned to Athens we do not know ; but in 

any case he does not seem to have long survived the 

Roman journey. As a philosopher he at first, we 

Ind. Herc. he had also enjoyed 
the instruction of Apollodorus 
the Stoic, at least the imper- 
fect text seems to mean this; 
but whether Apollodorus is the 
Athenian mentioned (supra, p. 
53) or the Seleucian mentioned 
(Phil. d. Gr. III. i. 47) seems 
the more doubtful, as Philo's 
own leadership of the school 
(supra, p. 53) can scarcely 
have begun later than that of 
Apollodorus of Athens, and 
as the predecessor of the latter, 
Mnesarchus, was the teacher 
of Philo's pupil Antiochus (vide 
infra 86,1). That he followed 
Clitomachus as head of the 
school, we find from the Jnd. 
Herc. and Eus. Pr. Ev. xiv. 8, 9 
(according to Numenius); and 
from Cic. Brut. 89, 306, that he 
was the most important philoso- 
pher of the Academy of histime 
(princeps Academie) ; Acad. ii. 
6, 17 ( Philone autem vivo patro- 
einium Academia non defuit). 
In Athens Antiochus was his 
pupil (vide infra 86,1). Besides 
philosophy he taught rhetoric 
very zealously (Cic. De Orat. iii. 
28, 110). 

! Cic. Brut. 89, 306. Concern- 
ing the instructions he gave 
there in philosophy and rhe- 

Through 

Whether 

toric, vide Tusc. ii. 3,9; 11, 281 
? Plut. Cic. 3 : biAwvos Sinkovees 

TOU ét 'Akabmuías, by  udAiw Ta] 
‘Pwuaiot Tov KAerrouáxov cavvfj-! 
cv kal dia Toy Aóvyov é0avuacar| 
kal dia bv Trpómov jryámmacav.! 
Cic. Acad. i. 4, 13: Philo, mag- 
nus vir. Cf. the following note, 
and also Stob. Ecl. ii. 40. 

* Plut: le-s (Cie: Tuse: l ae 
N: D.i. 7, 16; Brut. Lc., CONARI 
ei me tradidi. 

* The Mithridatic war broke 
out in 88 B.C., and probably) 
Philo came immediately after| 
this to Rome. We hear of a 
treatise he had composed while’ 
Antiochus was with Lucullus 
in Alexandria (Cic. Acad. ii. 4 
11), which, according to Zumpt| 
(Abh. d. Berl. Acad. 1842 
Hist. Phil. Kl.p. 67), would fal. 
in the year 84, according to Her 
mann l.c. 1.4, in 87. When 
Cicero came to Athens in 79 B.C 
he cannot have been there, as he 
would otherwise have beer 
mentioned in Plut. Cie. 4; Cic! 
Bout.91,915:; Fon vo Per 
haps he remained in Rome, or 
as seems to me more probable 
was nolongerliving. How thi 
statement as to the length o: 
his life is to be completed can: 
not be ascertained,  Büchele: 
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wre told, zealously defended the doctrine of Carneades 
its whole content; in the sequel, however, he 

ecame unsettled in regard to this doctrine, and 

ithout expressly abandoning it, he sought greater 
ity of conviction than the principles of his pre- 

ecessors afforded.! Though it was not in itself con- 

ary to the spirit of scepticism that he should 

egard philosophy from the practical point of view,’ 

yet this mode of treating it received from him an 

application which went beyond scepticism: he was 

not satisfied, like Pyrrho, by the destruction of 
dogmatism to clear away hindrances, with the re- 
moval of which (according to that philosopher) 

happiness came of itself; but in order to attain this 
end he found complete directions for right conduct 

to be necessary. The philosopher, he says, may be 

compared with a physician ; as health is for the latter, 

so is happiness for the former, the final end of his 

whole activity ;? and from this definition of its aim, 

| prefers é£fjkovra Tpía, for he says 
|there is no room in the lacuna 
ffor é88oufkovra (Ind. Herc. 
| Acad. 33, 18). 

! Numen. ap. Eus. Pr. Ev. 
xiv. 9, 1: At the beginning of 

fhis career as a teacher, Philo 
|was full of zeal in defending 
[the doctrine of the Academy : 
Kal Tà Sedoyuéva TQ KaAcito- 

ludxy nite kal tots ZXrwwois 
éxopvoceto vdpor. xaAkq. Sub- 
sequently, however, ovdev uv 
Kara rà avrà éavTQ €vóei, N St rv 
TaÜqudTrwv  avróv | àvéoTpedev 
évápyeid Te kal duodroyla. To- 

] Adv DT Exwv Kòn thy dialcOnow 

ereOvuer, e) olr’ bri, TaY éAeyt- 
óvrev Tvxeiv, va ph eddKer werd 
vata Barà avros Exav pevyev. 

That Philo had at first professed 
the Academic scepticism more 
unconditionally than he after- 
wards did, follows from Cic. 
Acad. ii, 4, 11 sq. ; vide infra, 
p. 80, 2. 

? Pyrrho had already done this 
(cf. Phil. d. Gr. III. i. 484, 3). 

* Stob. Hel. ii. 40 sg. : éoikévai 
5€ pno: Tov QiAócoQov iarpg . . . 
kal yap TH latpikh oTovÓy raca 
mept TÒ TEAS, TOVTO Ò’ Fy byleia, 
kal TH pidocopia wept thy evda- 
poviay, 
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he derives the six divisions of philosophy which he: 

assumed, and according to which he himself treated | 

of ethics in its whole extent.? Where the interest 
for a systematic form of doctrine, though primarily | 

only in the sphere of practical philosophy, was so: 

strong, there also the belief in the probability of scien | 

tific knowledge must necessarily have been strength- | 

! According to Stobeeus, l. e., 
they are the following. The 
first thing that is necessary, he 
says, is that the sick man 
should be prevailed upon to 
submit himself to medical 
treatment, and that other 
counsels should be opposed— 
this is the Adyos mporpemTikÓs 
(wapopuay él thy àperzv), which 
has partly to prove the worth 
of virtue (or, perhaps more ac- 
curately, of philosophy) and 
partly to confute the objections 
against philosophy. (The mpo- 
Tpemrikós Of Philo is thought 
by Krische, 7. c. p. 191, and Her- 
mann, i. 6, ii. 7, to be the pro- 
totype of Cicero's Hortensius; 
cf., however, Phil. d. Gr. II. ii. 
63). This being attained, there 
must, secondly, be a remedy 
applied—on the one hand, 
false and injurious opinions 
must be discarded, and, on the 
other, right opinions must be 
imparted—ó  mepl àya0Gv kal 
x«akQy róm0s. The third is the 
Adyos mepl reAGv. In this part 
of Philo's ethies Hermann con- 
jectures (ii. 7) the source of 
the 4th book of Cicero's treatise 
De Finibus. This, however, 
not only cannot be proved, but 
it is also improbable, as Philo, 
and not Antiochus, was the first 

to maintain that the Stoi 
ethies agreed so entirely in all 
things essential with those of 
the Academy and Peripatetics, 
that Zeno had no occasion tg 
separate himself from the Aca- 
demy. The fourth part treats 
mept Biwy, and fixes the 6ewpf- 
pata OU Gv 9? pvdakh yevhoeras 
TOU TÉéAÀovs, primarily for the 
conduct of individuals. The 
same problem is undertaken by 
the fifth part, the modAitikds, in 
regard to the commonwealth, 
In order to provide not only 
for the wise, but also for the 
Méows Diake(uevoi üvOpemoi who 
are unable to follow logical in- 
vestigation, the sixth part is 
required, the $mo0erukbs Adyos, 
which coins the results of ethics 
into rules for individual cases. 

? This is evident from the 
concluding words of Stob:eus, 
p. 46 (in regard to Arius Didy- 
mus): obrws pev oiv PirAwvos 
éxe: Dialpegis. eyw 8 ei uiv 
&pyyorépes Biekelumv, àpkerbels by 
avTH cvveipov Hin Ta mepl Tar 
aperkdvTwy, TH THs Eékapwepelas 
emikoupi(duevos meprypaph, &c. 
Any one who agrees with Her- 
mann’s conjecture respecting 
Fin. iv. has the less right to 
dispute this, as Hermann does 
(ii. 5). 
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B. 

_ 1 This connection is, indeed, 
denied by Hermann, J. c. ; but 

jas we know (from Stob. l.e.) 
hat Philo placed the ultimate 

fend of philosophy in happiness, 
fthat he believed this to be 
fconditioned by right moral 
Iviews (úyiôs Éxovaat 9ó£ai, 0cc- 
fphuara èr? Blov), and by a whole 
Isystem of such views, and de- 
| d one of the six sections of 
this ethics expressly to the re- 
moval of false and the impart- 
ing of true opinions, the in- 
ference is inevitable that he 
held true opinions to be neces- 
Sary, and consequently did not 
maintain—at any rate, for the 

[practical sphere — the stand- 
Wm of pure doubt, nor was 
satisfied with mere probability ; 
land what we know of him 
shows that this was not the 

| case 
2 Cic. Acad. ii. 6, 18: Cum 
enim ita negaret, quicquam esse 
quod comprehendi posset, . .. 

| st illud esset sicut Zeno definiret 
| tale visum . . . visum igitur 

| 

PHILO. 

med and the inclination to scepticism weakened ;! 

ind so we actually find that Philo withdrew from 
e standpoint which had simply disputed the pos- 

| The Stoie theory of know- 

the truth of sensible perception from which the 

toies ultimately derived all notions he denied for 

the reasons which his predecessors in the Academy 
given ;? and little as he could agree with the 

impressum effictumque ex eo, 
wnde esset, quale esse non posset 
ex eo, unde non esset . . . hoe 
cum infirmat tollitque Philo, 
judicium tollit incogniti et 
cognitt. But this does not 
mean, as Hermann (ii. 11) as- 
serts, that Philo maintained 
that if there were a viswm like 
that required by Zeno, no com- 
prehensio would be possible ; 
but rather, if the comprehen- 
sible must be a visum impres- 
swm, and so forth, there would 
be nothing comprehensible; the 
same statement that is made by 
Sext. Pyrrh. i. 235 (infra, p. 
81, 2). Cf. as to the corre- 
sponding propositions of Car- 
neades, Phil. d. Gr.III. i. 501 sq. 

s If we have no direct in- 
formation on this point, it 
follows with great probability 
from what we can gather of 
the contents of the lost Ist 
book of Cicero's Academica 
Priora and the 2nd book of 
the Academica Posteriora ; from 
Acad. ii. 25, 79, and from the 
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adversaries of the Academic doctrine as hitherto 

understood, he as little desired to renounce the 

doctrine itself. When his disciple Antiochus ad- 

vanced the proposition that the school of the 

Academy had been untrue to its original tendency 

since the time of Arcesilaus, and that there must 

therefore be a return from the new Academy to the 
old, Philo raised the liveliest opposition to this de- 

mand, and to the whole statement: the new Academy, 

he declared, was not distinct from the old, and there 

could, therefore, be no question of a return to the 

latter, but solely and entirely of maintaining the 

one genuine Academic doctrine. But when we 

look more closely, this union of the new Academy 

with Plato, as that of Philo with the new Academy, 

is only to be attained by a subtlety which even his 
contemporaries did not fail to rebuke.” Scepticism, , 

the new Academy, that of Cli- 
tomachus and Carneades, which | 
he undertakes to defend against 
Antiochus. Cf. Augustin, 6, 
Acad. ii. 18, 41: Huic (Ane 
tiochus) arreptis iterum  iMis: 
armis et Philon restitit. donee 

fragments preserved by Nonius 
(cf. the arguments of Krische, 
i. cx p. 154 sq., 182 sq. ; Her- 
mann, ii. 10). 

! Cic. Acad. i. 4, 13: Ane 
tiochi magister Philo. . . negat 
in libris, quod coram etiam ex 

ipso audiebamus, duas Acade- 

anias esse, erroremque eorum, qui 
ita putarunt (as Antiochus, vide 
infra), coarguit. The same is 
maintained by Cicero as an 
adherent of Philo’s doctrine 
(he has just before directly ac- 
knowledged himself a follower 
of the new Academy), c. 12, 46. 
In relation to this subject 
Cicero says (Acad. ii. 6, 17): 
Philone autem vivo patrocinium 
Academie non defuit. The 
Academy which he defends is 

moreretur, et omnes ejus. reli- 

quias Tullius noster oppressit. 
From Philo are probably de- 
rived the arguments of Cicero 
(ap. August. iii. 7, 15) on the 
superiority of the Academy to 
all other schools. 

? When Philo's treatise came 
into the hands of Antiochus | 
(as Cicero relates, Acad. ii. 4, 
11) he was quite startled, and | 
asked Heraclitus of Tyre, for: 
many years the disciple of Philo 
and Clitomachus: Viderenturne | 
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Philo believed, was, as against the Stoic arguments, 
perfectly well established ; for the rational concep- 
tion, which they had made the criterion, was as such 
not available: but in themselves things are not un- 
knowable ;! and in connection with this, he main- 
tained that the scepticism of the Academy was, 
from the beginning, only meant in this sense it 
was not its design to deny all and every knowledge 
of things; this was denied only in opposition to 
the Stoics, and with reference to the Stoic crite- 
rion? while genuine Platonism was maintained as 
the esoteric doctrine of the school* As the 
danger from the Stoics no longer appeared to be 
pressing, he considered it an opportune time to go 
back to the original doctrines professed by the 

illa Philonis, aut ea num vel e 
Philone vel ex ullo Academico 
audivisset aliquando ? to which 
he replied in the negative. In 
thesame work Philo'sstatement 
concerning the doctrine of the 
new Academy is described as 

jan untruth, and this censure is 
[repeated, 6, 18. 

! Sext. Pyrrh. i. 235: of 8€ 
{Tepl Dirwvd aci, cov uèv em 
TQ XrwikQ kpirnple, rovréami TH 
karaAwTTiKf  $avracía, dKard- 
Awrra elvai rà mpáyuara, Ücov 5c 
emi ri dice tov mpayudrwv avrGv 
K&raAmTTd. But the expression 
karadnnrds must here be taken 
in a somewhat wider sense ; 
et. inf. p. 82, 3. 
S$ Cic. Acad. ii. 4, 19. The 

ents of Antiochus against 
hilo he will pass over, minus 
im acer adversarius est is, qui 

ista, que sunt heri defensa (the 

G 

pure Carneadean scepticism, 
the representative of which in 
the first edition of the Aca- 
demica was Catulus), negat 
Academicos omnino dicere (cf. 
ibid. 6, 18). 

? Thus the rise and design 
of the scepticism of the Aca- 
demy is represented by Augus- 
tine (C. Acad. ii. 6, 14), who no 
doubt derived this conception 
from Philo as explained by 
Cicero. Cf. supra, note 1. 

* This statement meets us 
often (vide Phil. d. Gr. YII. i. 
493, 4); that it is ultimately 
derived from Philo is probable, 
partly from its inter-connection 
with all other presuppositions 
of his, and partly because it is 
not only found in Augustine, 
C. Acad. iii. 17,38; 18,40 ; but 
in c. 20, 43, Augustine expressly 
appeals to Cicero fur it. 
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Platonic school;! but he could not see in this re- 

storation of the old Academy any abandonment of 

the tendency of the new, since he held that the new 

Academy had not departed at all from the original 

Platonism.2 But if we ask in what consisted this 

genuine Platonism, the answer is not very satis- 

factory. On the one hand, Philo, in agreement with 

his predecessors of the new Academy, denied the 

possibility of a complete knowledge, of compre- 

hending ; not merely in regard to the Stoic theory 

of knowledge, but quite universally; for like those 

predecessors, he lacked a sure criterion for the dis- 

crimination of true and 

1 August. iii. 18, 41 (doubt- 
less after Cicero): Antiochus 

Philonis auditor, hominis quan- 

tum arbitror cireumspectissimi, 
qui jam veluti aperire ce- 

dentibus hostibus portas cape- 
vat et ad. Platonis auctoritatem 

Academiam — legesque revocare 
(as he saw the enemy in re- 
treat, he had begun to open 

the gates of the city they 
were besieging, and to re- 

establish the previous order 

which had been interrupted by 
the war). 

2 So far Plutarch (Lue. 42; 

Brut. 2) may call Philo the 

head of the new Academy, and 

Antiochus that of the old ; and 

similarly Cicero (Acad. i. 4, 13; 

ii. 22, 70) may describe Antio- 

chus as the man who through 

the renovation of the old Aca- 

demy fell away from Philo 
while he himself conversely sees 
in his retrogression from An- 

false? Notwithstanding, 

tiochus to Philo a remigrare im 
novam domum e vetere. 

3 This is evident from Cic. 
Acad. ii. 22, 69. After Cicero; 
as an adherent of Philo, has 
defended the proposition, nihil 
esse quod percipi possit, with 
the old sceptical argument, the 
impossibility of finding a crite- 
rion for the discrimination of 
true and false, he here con- 
tinues: Sed prius pauca cum 
Antiocho, qui hec ipsa, que 4: 
me defenduntur, et didicit apud | 
Philonem tam diu, ut constaret 
diutius didicisse neminem, et 

scripsit de his rebus acutissime ; 
et idem h«c non acrius accusavit 
in senectute quam antea defensi- 
taverat . . . quis enim iste dies 
induxerit, quero, qui illi osten- 

derit eam, quam multos annos 
esse negitavisset, veri ct falsi 
notam ? Vide the following 
note, 
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however, he would not renounce all certainty of 

conviction, nor would he allow that with the com- 

_prehensibility of things, all knowledge must stand 

and fall. Between ‘uncertain’ and ‘incomprehen- 

sible,’ he thought, there is a great difference ; he who 

holds things to be incomprehensible is far from 

necessarily asserting that no certainty is to be 
attained; there is a'clear manifestness, which is yet 

something other than comprehension—a_ truth 

stamped upon the soul, to which we hold even if we 

are not in a position to understand it. How we 

receive information of this truth, Philo does not 

‘seem to have shown more particularly, nor did he 
explain what share in the formation of manifest con- 

victions belonged on the one hand to the senses, and, 

on the other, to the reason ;? but when he speaks of 

-a truth which is stamped upon the soul? we can 

hardly think of anything else than that immediate 

knowledge, which, as we shall see, played so great a 

— ! The representative of An- conantur ostendere esse aliquid 
‘tiochus in Cic. Acad. ii. 10, 32, 
seems to refer to Philo when he 
"says, having previously spoken 
_ ofthe absolute scepticism of the 
“new Academy: Alii autem ele- 
gantius, qui etiam queruntur, 

quod eos insimulemus omnia in- 
certa dicere, quantumque inter- 

sit inter incertum et id, quod 
percipi non possit, docere co- 
mantur atque distinguere. But 
in any case what is added in c. 

11, 34, must relate to him: 
- Simili in errore versantur, cum 
convitio veritatis coacti per- 
spicua (=évapyts, évápyew) a 
perceptis volunt distinguere et 

perspicui, verum illud quidem 
impressum in animo atque mente, 
neque tamen id percipi ac com- 
prendi posse. Carneades and 
Clitomachus, who allow only a 
high degree of probability to 
our knowledge at the best, can- 
not have expressed themselves 
in such a manner. 

? We should have expected 
even in this case that his defi- 
nitions of it would have been 
alluded to in the discourses 
directed against him by Cicero. 

? A definition to which Her- 
mann (ii. 13) rightly draws 
attention. 
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part with his disciple Cicero. When, however, we 

find that he did not venture to ascribe to this know- 
ledge the full certainty of intellectual cognition, and 

consequently assumed manifestness to be a kind of 

conviction, the certainty of which transcends mere 

probability, but does not reach the unconditional cer- 

tainty of the conception--this is very characteristic 

of the middle position of our philosopher between 

Carneades and Antiochus,! and it was so far not 

without reason that Philo was distinguished from 

his predecessors, no less than from his successors? as 

the founder of the fourth Academy; while, on the 

other hand, this appellation tells in favour of the 

opinion that between the doctrine of Philo and that of 

Carneades an important divergence had really taken 

place. That directly certain element, Philo, like Cicero 

after him, might seek before all things in the utter- 

ances of moral consciousness, and so his theory of know- 

ledge might serve him as a foundation for practical 
philosophy, the necessity for which seems to have been 

his determining influence in originating the theory. 

1 This opinion I believe to 79, 2; 82, 3) that there is no 
be justifiable, notwithstanding nota veri et falsi, nihil esse 
Hermann's contradiction (7. e. quod percipi possit. On the 
ii. 13), for I cannot admit that contrary, when he missed even 
Philo's perspicuitas coincides in the Stoic davracía rara- 
with the unconditioned cer- Antik} the sign of true know- 
tainty, which, according to ledge, and consequently the 
Plato, is present inthe intuition nota veri et falsi, he must have 

of ideas, and excels in truth discovered it all the more in 
the intellectual knowledge of that. knowledge to which he 
the Stoics. Had this been ascribes such unconditional 
Philos meaning he could not certainty. 
possibly have maintained uni- 2 Cf. Phil. d. Gr. Y1L i. 526, 2. 
versally as he does (vide supra, * Supra, p. 17 8g. 
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But in itself Philo’s scientific position could not 

long be maintained. He who assumes a certainty, 

as Philo did in his doctrine of the self-evident or 

manifest, could not, without inconsistency, deny that 

| every sure token of distinction between the true and 

the false is wanting to us; he could no longer pro- 

fess the principles of the new Academy ; conversely, 

he who did profess them could not logically go be- 

yond Carneades' doctrine of probability. If a man 

found it impossible to satisfy himself any longer 
with that doctrine, there remained nothing for him 

but to break with the whole standpoint of the scep- 
tieism of the new Academy, and to claim afresh for 
human thought the capability for the knowledge of 
truth. This further step was taken by the most 
important of Philos disciples, Antiochus? of 
Ascalon.? 

This philosopher had for a long time enjoyed 
Philo's instructions, and had himself embarked upon 
works advocating the scepticism of the Academy, 
when he began to grow uncertain about it.4 This 

| may have been in great measure the result of his 
| having attended the lectures not only of Philo, but 

_ ? Of whom those known to 
us are mentioned infra, p. 99 sq. 

* Concerning him, vide 
Krische, Gött. Stud. ii. 160-170 ; 
and C. Chappius, De Antiochi 
Ase. vita et doctrina, Paris, 
1854; who, however, does not 

| go beyond what is well known. 
A literal copy of this disserta- 
tion appeared in D’Allemand’s 
De Antiocho Asc. Marb. and 

Par. 1856; but, as the treatise of 
Chappe was unknown in Ger- 
many, this flagrant plagiarisin 
was only discovered after the 
death of its author. 

* Strabo, xvi. 2, 29, p. 759 ; 
Plut. Luc. 42; Cic.4; Brut. 2; 
AElian, V. H. xii. 25. 'AakaAwvíras 
is his most usual appellation. 

* Supra, p. 80, 1; 82, 1, 3; 
Cic. Acad. ii. 2, 4; 19, 63... 
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of the Stoic Mnesarchus, who, as the disciple of 

Panstius, had indeed opposed the scepticism of 

the new Academy, but at the same time prepared 

the way for that blending of Stoicism with the 

Platonic doctrine which in the sequel was completed 

by Antiochus. 

tween him and Philo? 

! Numen. ap. Eus. Pr. Ev. 
xiv. 9, 2 ; Augustine, C. Acad. 
iii. 18, 41, doubtless taken from 
Cicero; cf. Cic. Acad. ii. 22, 
69: Quid? eum Mnesarchi 
panitebat? quid? Dardani? 
qui. erant. Athenis tum prin- 
cipes Stoicorum. He only sepa- 
rated himself from Philo at a 
later date. Concerning Mne- 
sarchus and Dardanus, vide 
supra, p. 52, 3. 
PG Acad: il, 4, AL (et 

supra, 76, 4); ibid. 2, 4; 19, 
61. Whether he went straight 
from Athens to Alexandria, 
however, or had accompanied 
Philo to Rome, and here allied 
himself with Lucullus, is not 

stated. 
3 According to Cicero, l.e., it 

-was in Alexandria that An- 

tiochus first saw the work of 
Philo, which he was so unable 
to reconcile with those doc- 
trines of Philo already known 
to him that he would scarcely 
believe the treatise to be 
genuine (vide sup. p. 80, 2) ; and 
this induced him to write a work 
against it, called Sosus (vide 
N. D. i. 7, 16), to which Philo 
seems again to have responded 
(vide sup. p. 80, 1, and concern- 

During the first Mithridatic war, 

we find him with Lucullus in Alexandria;? and 

only then did things come to an open rupture be- 

He afterwards stood at the 

ing the Stoic whose name the 
treatise of Antiochus bore, p. 
53,n.). Either in this work or 
in the Kavovikà, from the second 
book of which a passage is 
quoted in Sext. Math. vii. 201 
(ride sup. p. 30, 1), but pro- 
bably in the former, we have 
the source of the whole polemic 
against the scepticism of the 
Academy, which Cicero (Acad, 
ii. 5 sqq.) represents Lucullus 
as repeating from spoken dis- 
courses of Antiochus (vide 5, 
12; 19, 61). Cf. Krische, 4.6, 
168 sqq. Of the second version 
of the Academica Cicero exs 
pressly says (Ad Att. xiii. 19), 
que erant contra akaradnylav 
preclare collecta ab Antiocho, 
Varroni dedi; but Varro had 
now takenthe place of Lucullus. 
Cicero also made use of Antio- 
chus by name in the books De 
Finibus, the fifth of which is 
taken from him. Also, in re- 
gard to the Topica, Wallies (De! 
Font. Topic. Cic., Halle, 1878) 
shows it to be probable that 
Cicero follows Antiochus in: 
chapters 2-90. But as in the: 
rapid compilation of this short 
treatise he had no books at hand: 
and consequently wrote from: 



ten years later he died.? 

ANTIOCHUS. 

About 

Through Antiochus the Academy was so decidedly 

diverted from the sceptical tendency to which it had 

- abandoned itself since Arcesilaus, that it never, as a scepticism, 

whole, returned to it; and Antiochus is, therefore, 

called the founder of the fifth Academy.’ When 

he had once freed himself from the scepticism of 

Carneades, he made a polemic against it the special 

task of his own life. The sceptic, as Antiochus 

believes, abolishes, with the certainty, even the . 

His 
polemic 
against 

probability which he himself maintained; for if | 
-— 

memory (Top. i. 5) we may 
also perhaps discover in it 
the substance of a lecture 
which he heard while with 
Antiochus, and with the help 
of written notes brought away; 
nothing is known besides this 
of any treatise of Antiochus on 
Topica. 

1 Plut. Cic. 4; Cic. Fin. v.1, 
1; Brut. 91, 315; cf. Acad. i. 
4,138; ii, 35, 113; Legg. i. 21, 
54. Atticus also had made his 
acquaintance in Athens (Legg. 
l.c.). Tothis later time must 
be referred what is said in the 
Ind. Acad. Here. 34, of mis- 
sions (7peaBeówv) to Rome and 
to the generals in the pro- 
vinces. 

2 Wesee this from Cic. Acad. 
ii. 2, 4, and more distinctly 
from c. 19, 61: Hee Antiochus 
fere et Alexandree tum et mul- 
tis annis post multo etiam ad- 
severantius, in Syria cwm esset 
mecum, paulo ante quam est 

mortuus (cf. Plut. Lue, 28, ac- 
cording to which Antiochus 
had mentioned the battle at 
Tigranocerta, perhaps as an 
eye-witness). Since this battle 
took place on October 6, 685 
A.U.C. (69 B.C.) Antiochus 
must have lived at least till 
the following year. On the 
other hand, we see from the 
Ind. Here. 34, 5, that he 
died in Mesopotamia in con- 
sequence of the hardships of 
the expedition. Brutus some 
years later heard no longer 
Antiochus but his brother Aris- 
tus in Athens (Cic. Brut. 97, 
332, with which Tuse. v. 8, 21, 
does not disagree). More pre- 
cise dates for the life of An- 
tiochus it is not possible to fix. 

3 Phil. d. Gr. TIL. i. 526, 2. 
4 Cf. Cic. Acad. ii. 6, 12; 

Augustine, C. Acad. 6, 15: 
Nihil tamen magis defendebat, 
quam verum percipere posse 
sapientem. 

head of the Platonic school in Athens when Cicero, o CHAP. 

in 79-78 B.C., was his pupil ! for half a year. 
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"| the true does not allow itself to be known as such, it 
~ cannot be said that anything appears to be true ;! 
‘consequently he not only contradicts the natural 
necessity for knowledge, but also makes all action, 
impossible ; for Antiochus, like Chrysippus, rejected 
the notion that we might follow probability in action, 
even without knowledge and assent ; partly because, 
as we have seen, without truth there can be no 
probability, and partly because it is impossible to act 
without assent and conviction, or, on the other hand, 
to refuse assent to the self-evident, the possibility 
of which a portion of the adversaries conceded.3 
This practical interest is just what is, in his eyes, of 
the highest importance: the consideration of virtue 
is, as Cicero expresses it, the strongest proof of the 
possibility of knowledge, for how could the virtuous 
man make a sacrifice to his fulfilment of duty, if he 
had no fixed and unassailable conviction? how would 
practical wisdom be possible if the aim and problem 
of life were unknowable?* But he also believed he 
had the better of his adversaries even in the sphere 
of theory. The whole question here turns on the 
statement, against which Carneades had chiefly 
directed his attaeks—that true conceptions have 
tokens in themselves, by which they may be dis- 
tinguished with certainty from false.’ Against this 

1 Cic. Acad, n. 11,33, 236; Im ithe first of these passages 
17, Das 15, 59— 94, 109; Lucullus says, in reference to 

2 Loc. cit. 10, 30 sq. Philo's objections against ra- 
2 foe. GS, 24; 107325 125 tional conceptions (supra, 79, 

37 sqq. 2): Omnis oratio contra Acade- 
* Loc «8.295 GF. 9, 97 miam suscipitur a nobis, ut 
S GPEH. d. Oo. IBL 1.90] sqq. retincamus eam definitionem, 

and Cic. Acad. ii. 6, 18; 13, 40. quam Philo voluit evertere. 
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the sceptics had chiefly urged the various cases 

of deceptions of the senses, and similar errors. The 

existence of these errors Antiochus does not deny, 

but he believed we ought net on that account to 
discard the dicta of the senses; it merely follows 
that the senses are to be kept healthy—that all 
hindrances to correct observation are to be ban- 
ished, and all rules of foresight and prudence are 

to be observed, if the testimony of the senses is 

|to be valid.! In themselves the senses are for us 

a source of true conceptions; for though sensation 
is primarily only a change taking place in ourselves, 
it also reveals to us that by means of which this 

change is effected.? We must likewise, as Antiochus 

readily admits, allow truth to general concepts, if we 

would not make all thought, and all erafts, and arts 
impossible? But if, as against this, the imagina- 

jtions of dreamers or lunatics are brought forward by 

[his opponents, Antiochus replies that these are all 

wanting in that self-evidentness which is proper to 

|true intentions and conceptious ;* and if they seek 

|to embarrass us with their sorites? he answers 

[that from the similarity of many things it does not 

follow that there is no distinction between them; 

and if in particular cases we are obliged to 

[suspend our judgment, we need not, therefore, 

- 1 Loc. cit. 1, 19 sqq. * That Antiochus after the 
* Sext. Math. vii. 162 sq. precedent of Chrysippus (Phit. 

-.* Cic. 1. c. 7, 21 sq. d. Gr. III. i. 115, 2) adopted this 
* Loc. cit. 15,47 sqq.; 16,51 expedient even in regard to 

sq. According to 16, 49, An- purely dialectical objections, 
tiochus must have discussed such as the so-called Wevddéuevos 
this objection at great length. we see from Cic. Acad. ii. 29, 
- * Cf. Phil. d. Gr, II. i. 603. — 95 sqq. 
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permanently renounce all claim to it. The scepe: 

ties themselves, however, are so little able to carry 

out their principles that they involve themselves 

in the most striking contradictions. Is it not 

a contradiction to maintain that nothing can be 
maintained, and to be convinced of the impossibility 

of a firm conviction? 2 Can a person, who allows no 

distinction between truth and error, use definitions or 

classifications, or even a logical demonstration, of 

which he is absolutely ignorant whether truth belongs 

to it?% Lastly, how can it be simultaneously main- 

tained that there are false notions, and that between 

true and false notions there is no difference, since 

the first of these propositions presupposes this very 

difference? We must allow that some of these 

arguments, especially those last quoted, are not 

deficient in subtlety, but others must certainly be 

called very superficial, and rather postulates than 

proofs. 
In any case, however, Antiochus believed him- 

self justified by such reasoning in repudiating the 

demand that we should refrain from all acquies- 

cence ; and in striving after a dogmatic knowledge 

1 Loc. eit. 16, 49 sq.; 17,54 tiochus. Arcesilaus drew this. 

sqq. 
2 Loc. cit. 9, 29; 34, 109. 
3 Loc. cit. 14, 43. 

& Loo. ct. 14; 44% 24, LI, 
where there is also the obser- 

vation that this was the objec- 
tion which caused Philo the 

most embarrassment. 

5 Cic. l. e. 21, 67 sq. He thus 
formulates the relation of Ar- 
cesilaus, Carneades, and An- 

inference: Si ulli rei sapiens) 
adsentietur unquam, aliquando 
etiam | opinabitur ; nunquam. 
autem. opinabitur ; nulli igitur 
rei adsentietur. Carneades ad-- 
mitted that the wise man some- 
times agreed, and therefore 
had an opinion. The Stoics and. 
Antiochus deny thislatter; but: 
they also deny that from agree- 
ment opinion necessarily fol- 
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nstead of sceptical nescience. But he was not 

reative enough to produce an independent system ; 

he therefore turned to the systems already existing, 

not to follow any one of them exclusively, but to 

adopt that which was true from all; and as it was 

he mutual contradiction of the philosophical 

theories which appeared to give to scepticism its 

loreatest justification, Antiochus believed that he 

sould not better establish his own conviction than 

jby asserting that this contradiction in some cases 

idid not exist, and in others concerned only un- 

essential points ; that all the most important schools 

of philosophy were in the main agreed, and only 

differed from each other in words. He counted 

himself, indeed, as belonging to the Academy ; he 

desired to re-establish the Platonism which his pre- 

decessors since Arcesilaus had abandoned, and to 

return from the new Academy to the old. But 

| this, in his opinion, did not exclude. a simultaneous 

jalliance with Zeno and Aristotle. The Academic 

fand Peripatetic doctrines are, he says, one and the 

same form of philosophy bearing different names ; 

their diversity lies not in the fact but only in the 

expression.? The same is the case with the Stoics : 

they also adopted the Academic-Peripatetic philo- 
—— 

a 

lows ; for a man can distinguish 1 Sup. 82, 2; Cic. Acad. i. 
false and true, knowable and 
unknowable. The ultimate 

uestion, therefore, is always 
this : whether there is anything 
which lets itself be known 
with certainty, a $avracía 
karadnmr ich (cf. sup. 87, 4; 88,5). 

12,43; Fin. v. 3,7; Brut. 91, 
315 ; Augustine, C. Acad. ii. 6, 
15; iii. 18, 41. 

? Cic. Acad. i. 4, 17; 6, 22; 
ii. 5, 15 ; 44, 136; Fin. v. 3,7; 
5, 14 ; 8, 21; cf. iv. 2, 5. 
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CHAP. sophy, and only changed the words:! or, if it be 
admitted that Zeno introduced much that was new | 
in substance also,? this was of such a subordinate | 
kind, that the Stoic philosophy may, nevertheless, 
be considered as an amended form of the philosophy | 
of the Academy, and not as a new system.  Antios | 
chus himself adopted so many Stoic doctrines that | 
Cicero says concerning him: *he desired, indeed, 
to be called a member of the Academy, but was, | 
with the exception of a few points, a pure Stoic. * | 
Yet these points, as a review of his doctrine will 
show, are of such importance that we can in truth 
call him as little a Stoie as an Academician or Peri- 
patetic; and in spite of the affinity of his mode of | 
thought with Stoicism, he must be considered an 
eclectic. 

Antiochus divided philosophy in the usual man- 
ner, into three parts;? that he did not ascribe the 
same value to each of these is clear from the posi- 

Jis eclec- 

ticism, 

! Cic. Acad. ii. 5, 15; 6,16; 
Fin. v. 8, 22; 25,74; 29, 88; 
NV. D. i. 7, 16; Legg. i. 20, 54 ; 
Sext. Pyrrh. i. 235. 

2 Acad. i. 9, 35 $q. 
3 Ibid. 12, 43: Verum esse 

autem arbitror, ut Antiocho 
nostro familiari placebat, cor- 
rectionem, veteris Academie 
potius quam aliquam novam dis- 
ciplinam putandam (Stoicorum 
philosophiam]. 

* Acad. ii. 43, 132: Antio- 
chus, qui appellabatur Acade- 
micus, erat quidem si perpauca 
mitarisset, germanissimus Sto- 
icus ; Or, as itis said in 45, 137, 
Stoicus perpauca — balbutiens. 

Cf. Plut. Cie. 4. When Cicero 
heard Antiochus, he had already 
left the new Academy: rò 
ZTwikbv èk ueraBoASs Oepamebmy 
Aóyov èv mois mwXeíarois. Sext. 
Pyrrh. i. 235: ó "Avroxos Thy 
Xroàv uerfyyayyev eis Thy ^ AkaBm- 
Miav, ws kal eipoba èr aUTÓ, 
Ort èv "Akabnua pirocope: Ta 
ZTwikd. August. C. Acad. iii. 
18, 41. 

* Cic. Acad. i. b, 19 (cf. ii] 
36, 116). That these two re- 
presentations reproduce the 
views of Antiochus, Cicero ex- 
pressly states, Acad. i. 4, 14} 
Pan y 9,8. 



ind logie third.! 

! So at least we find in Acad. 
f. 5 sgg., not only in the enume- 
Jration, but also, and repeatedly, 
jim the exposition of the three 
divisions. 

? Antiochus, ap. Cic. Acad. 
lii. 9, 29, etenim duo esse hee 
maxima in philosophia, judicium 
veri et finem bonorum, &c. 
3$ Acad. i. 9, 34. 

Q! Acad. ii. 46, 142: Plato 
mutem omne judicium veritatis 
'eritatemque ipsam, abductam 

opinionibus et a sensibus, 
)gitationis ipsius et mentis 

esse voluit. Numquid horum 
probat noster Antiochus ? ille 
ero ne majorum quidem suorum, 

bi enim aut Xenocratem se- 

ANTIOCHUS. 

tion he assigned to them; for be placed ethics, as 

he most important division, first, physies second, 

He paid most attention to the 
neory of knowledge and ethics.? Ethics, especially, 

s said by Cicero to have been in his opinion 
the most essential part of philosophy.? 

theory of knowledge the principal thing is that 
jrefutation of scepticism which we have already 

mentioned; for the rest he adhered, according to 

Cicero,‘ strictly to the principles of Chrysippus ; and 

[this is not contradicted by the fact that he also held 

he Platonic theory; for he seems to have regarded 
las the most essential element of the latter those 
universal determinations in which Platonism agreed 
not only with the Peripatetic doctrine, but also 

In his 

{with that of the Stoics: that all knowledge pro- 
leeeded, indeed, from sensible perception, but in 
litself was an affair of the understanding. The 

quitur . . . aut ipsum Aristo- 
telem . . . ? a Chrysippo pedem 
nusquam. So, in c. 28-30, An- 
tiochus is throughout opposed 
on the assumption that he re- 
cognises the dialectical rules of 
Chrysippus. 

5 Acad.i.8, 30: Tertia deinde 
philosophie pars . . . sie trac- 
tabatur ab. utrisque (Plato and 
Aristotle) ; quanquam oriretur 
a sensibus tamen, non esse judi- 
cium veritatis in sensibus. 
Mentem volebant rerum esse 
judicem, &c. But the disciple 
of Antiochus speaks in a pre- 
cisely similar manner of Zeno 
(11, 42). 
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doctrine of ideas, on the other hand, he abandoned, , 
and thus, in his efforts for unity, it might wel) 

appear to him at last that the Stoic theory of know: 
ledge was only an extension and closer definition 0. 

the theory of Plato and Aristotle.? To what an exii 

tent Aristotelian and Stoic definitions and expres: 

sions were mingled in his logie, we see in Cicero’: 

Topica, supposing this account really follow 
Antiochus.t In the same superficial manner, Antio- 

chus combines the Platonic metaphysics not only 

with those of Aristotle, but also of the Stoics; fo 

he, or Varro in his name, represents the supposec 

identical doctrine of Plato and Aristotle as follows : 

there are two natures, the active and the passive 
force and matter, but neither is ever without the 

other. That which is compounded of both is calle 

a body or a quality. Among these qualities the 

simple and the compound are to be distinguished 
the former consisting of the four, or, according t 

Aristotle, five, primitive bodies; the latter, of al 

the rest; of the first category, fire and air are th 

active, earth and water the receptive and passive 

Underlying them all, however, is the matter withou: 

quality, which is their substratum, the imperishable 

! Vide Acad. i. 8, 30, com- 
pared with 9,33 and sup. p. 93, 4. 

2 Of. Acad. i. 11, 42 54. 
3 Vide sup. p. 86, 3. 
4 As Wallies demonstrates 

thoroughly (De Font. Top. Cie. 
22 8qq.). 

5 Acad. i. 6, 24 sqq. 
6 Cicero expressly says, quali- 

tas; and as on this occasion, 

as he himself remarks, he in 
troduces the word qualita 
newly into the Latin languagy 
as a translation of the Gree) 
mons, he must have founi 
mourns and not moby, employe: 
by his predecessor. Qualitie 
were declared to be bodies b, 
the Stoics (cf. Phil. d. Gr. IIL: 
99, 1113. 
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ut yet infinitely divisible elements, producing in 

qualia). All these together form the world; the 
eternal reason which animates and moves the vedi 

ind, because of the unsearchableness of its workings, 

sometimes even Chance. To the man who could so 

entirely mistake thefundamental doctrines of the older 

systems, and mingle together earlier and later ele- 

ments in so arbitrary a manner, the opposition of the 

Stoie system to the system of Plato and Aristotle 

could nolonger appear specially important; and so 

in the work we have so often mentioned,! it is only 

said that Zeno discarded the fifth element of Aris- 

totle (zther), and was likewise distinguished from 
the earlier philosopher in that he held bodies alone 

to be real. How far even this one distinction ex- 

tends, the eclectic does not seem to suspect. He 

| expressly confounds mind with sense;? and says 

|} of Aristotle that he represents spirits as consisting 
| of æther, for which Zeno substituted fire? We may 

with certainty assume that he did not enter into 
| special physics. 

In regard to morals also, Antiochus remained 

Stoics, from self-love, and the fundamental impulse 

of self-preservation as the fundamental impulse of 

human nature, and attains from this starting point 

! Loc. cit. 11, 39. suum fons est, atque etiam ipsa 
? Acad. ii. 10, 30, Lucullus sensus est, &c. 

says: Mens enim ipsa, que sen- s Acad. i. 7, 27; 11, 39. 

the constant change of its forms definite bodies ` 

is called the Deity or Providence, also Necessity 3 

true to his eclectic character. He starts, like the 

Ethics. 
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CHar. the ground principle of the Stoics and Academics, 
a that of life according to nature.! It is as much a 

doctrine of the Stoies, however, as of the Academy; 
that that which is according to nature is determined 
for each creature according to its own particular: 
nature, and that therefore the highest good for man. 
is found in a life according to human nature, per- 
fected on all sides. But herein the point is already: 
indieated at which our philosopher diverges from) 
Stoicism. Whereas the Stoics had recognised only: 
the rational element in man as his true essence, , 
Antiochus says that sensuousness also belongs to per- 
fected human nature, that man consists of soul and 
body, and though the goods of the noblest part have 
the highest worth, those of the body are not on that 
account worthless ; they are not merely to be desired 
for the sake of another, but in and for themselves? 
The highest good, therefore, according to him, con- 
sists in the perfection of human nature in regard to 
soul and body, in the attainment of the highest 
mental and bodily completeness ; ! or, according to 
another representation, in the possession of all 
mental, bodily, and external goods. "These con- 
stituents of the highest good are doubtless of un- 

"016; Fin. v9. 11. poris per se ipsum expetit qui 
? Virere ex hominis natura est marime e natura. So also 

undique perfecta et nihil re- Varro, as will be shown later 
quirente (Cic. l. c. 9, 26). on. 

* Acad. i. b, 19; Fin, v. 19, * IU. v. VB sts TG do 17. 
91512,99110,44:17,47: Beauty, 47. 
health, strength, are desired Acad- i 5, 19. 9T 8q., in the 
for themselves: Quoniam enim description of the Academic- 
natura suis omnibus expleri Peripatetic philosophy 
partibus vult, hunc statum cor- 
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‘equal worth: mental endowments have the highest 

value, and among these, moral endowments (volun- . 
daric) have a higher place than merely natural 
gifts;! but although corporeal goods and evils have 

only a slight influence on our well-being, it would 

be wrong to deny all importance to them ;* and if 

it be conceded to the Stoics that virtue for itself 

alone suffices for happiness, yet for the highest stage 

| of happiness other things are likewise necessary.’ 

Through these determinations, in which he agrees 

|with the old Academy,‘ our philosopher hopes to 

| strike the true mean between the Peripatetic school 

which, in his opinion, ascribed too much value to 

the external, and the Stoic school which ascribed 

too little; but it is undeniable that his whole 

exposition fails in exactness and consistency. 

The same observation applies to other particulars. 

If Aristotle had given precedence to knowledge, and 

Zeno to action, Antiochus placed the two ends side 
by side, since both depend upon original impulses of 

nature. If the Stoies had maintained the unity, 

1 Fin. v. 13, 38; 21, 58, 60. 
2 Fin. v. 24, 72. 
* Acad. i. 6, 22: In wna 

virtute esse positam beatam 
vitam, nec tamen beatissimam, 
misi adjungerentur et corporis 
jet cetera que supra dicta sunt 
ad virtutis usum idonea (ii. 43, 
194; Fin. v. 27,81; 24, 71). 
—* Cf. Phil. d. Gr. II. i. 881, 5. 

EN Fin. v. 5, 12; 25, 75. 
| Aristotle himself is thus sepa- 
[rated from his school, and 
|beside him Theophrastus only 
(though with a certain limita- 

tion) is recognised as an au- 
thentic source of the Peripa- 
tetic doctrine; so that even 
herein respect to the Academic 
school, Antiochus wishes his 
innovations to be regarded 
merely as a resuscitation of 
the original doctrine of the 
Academy. 

6 Fin, v. 24, 72. 
7 Fin. v. 21, 58: Actionum 

autem genera plura, ut ob- 
scurentur etiam minora major- 
ibus. Maxime autem sunt .. . 
primum consideratio cognitioque 

CHAP. 
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and the Peripatetics the plurality of virtue, Antiochus 

declares that all virtues are inseparably connected | 

with one other, but that each of them presents itself 

in an individual activity ;! he does not, however, | 

attempt, as Plato did, to give any deeper account 

If the Stoic schools were not | 

quite agreed whether or not community with other 

men were a good in the strict sense—-something to 

be desired in and for itself—Antiochus here again | 

seeks to mediate; for while he most fully acknow= 

ledges the value and necessity of this relation, he 

makes a double distinction among things of value! 

in and for themselves: viz., those which are directly 

a constituent of the highest good (the endowments 

of the soul and the body), and those which are to be 

of their difference. 

rerum celestium, &c. Deinde 

rerum | publicamum adminis- 

tratio . . . reliqueque virtutes 

et actiones virtutibus congruen- 

tes: CT 18, 48220, 585 29,06; 

| Fin. v. 23, 66 sq. 
2 Win. v. 23, 65 sqq. ; Acad. 

i.5,91. In both passages the 

community of men with one 

another is treated as something 

inherent in human nature ; and 

in the former it is shown how 

the feeling for this, from its 

first appearance in family love, 

spreads itself in an ever widen- 

ing circle and finally becomes 

universal love of mankind 

(caritas generis humani). This 

is essentially Stoic, and more 

particularly in the spirit of the 

later Stoicism; but the thought 

of a universal love of mankind, 

based upon the natural interde- 

pendence of men, was not alien 

L^ 

to the Peripatetic school. Of. 
Phil. d. Gr IL, ii. 693; 851, 1; 868, 
and Arist. Eth. N. vili.1,1155,a, 
16 sqq., where it is shown in the 
same way as by Antiochus that 
nature has implanted the love 
of parents to children (pàla) 
and of members of the same; 
race to each other, kal udAuscT& 
rois àvÜpdrrois, BOev Tovs dQiAav- 
0pómovs émaiwwoüuev, and it is) 
added: {301 © &v tis kal èv rais | 
mAdvais és oikeioy &mas vOpcmos | 
avOpwrw kal $íAov. The same! 
is developed (by Arius Didy- 
mus) in the account of the| 
Peripatetic ethics, ap. Stob.) 
Ecl. ii. 250 sq., in a discussion | 
which so distinctly recalls the: 
manner of Theophrastus that 
we may doubtless derive it 
from this Peripatetic, of whom! 
something similar is observed, 
Phal.-d; Gr. 851: 
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desired as an object of moral activity: only in the 
latter class does he place friends, relations, and 
fatherland. Like the Stoies, Antiochus would only 
allow the wise to be regarded as rulers, as free, rich, 
and noble; like them he declares all the unwise to 
be slaves, and mad; and demands from the wise 
man a complete apathy;? notwithstanding that he 
thereby contradicted the doctrine of the older 
jAcademy, and had himself no right to such un- 
}qualified statements, considering his own opinions 
jrespecting the highest good. But when we find 
him violently opposing the closely connected pro- 
position of the equality of all faults? this trait may 
ikewise show us that he was not very scrupulous 
about scientific consistency. 

Consistency, however, was not the quality on 
jwhich the success of a philosopher at that time 
Ichiefly depended. Among the contemporaries of 
[Antiochus in the Academy, who are mentioned to 
las, only the elder seem to have held to the doctrine 
of Carneades ; 4 among the younger generation, on 

1 Fin. v. 23, 68 : Ita fit ut duo 
jenera propter se expetendorum 
eperiantur, unum, quod est in 
is, im quibus completur illud 
"Uremwm, que sunt aut animi 
t corporis: hee autem, que 

extrinsecus . . . ut amici, 
t parentes, ut liberi, ut propin- 

?, ut ipsa patria, sunt illa 
wem sua sponte cara, sed 

im genere, quo illa, non 
mt, &c. 

* Acad. ii. 44, 135 sg. 
* Ibid. 43, 135 sq. 

| * This is true of Heraclei- 

n 

tus of Tyre, who is known to us 
through Cicero (Acad. ii. 4, 
1l sg.) as a disciple of long 
standing of Clitomachus and 
Philo, and a distinguished re- 
presentative of the new Aca- 
demy ; for the Academy is cer- 
tainly meant by the philosophia, 
que mune prope dimissa revoca- 
twr, as wil be immediately 
shown. Through a misunder- 
standing of the expression, 
Zumpt ( Ueber den Bestand. der 
Phil. Schul. in Athen.) Abh. d. 
Berl. Akad. 1842; Hist. Philol. 
D 
- 

CHAP. 
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the contrary, Antiochus was so successful, that, 

according to the testimony of Cicero, the doctrine 

Kl. 67 sq.) has been misled into 
considering the disciple of Cli- 
tomachus and Philo as a Peri- 
patetic. He is perhaps the 
same person of whom it is said 
in the Ind. Herc. Acad. 33, 4, 
that he was seventy years old. 
Among the Romans who occu- 
pied themselves with Greek 
philosophy, C. Cotta is men- 
tioned (who was consul in 76 
B.C.) by Cicero (V. D. i. 7, 16 
sq.) as an acquaintance of An- 
tiochus, but a disciple and 
adherent of Philo. He criti- 
cises the Epicurean (J. c. i. 2] 
sqq.) and (iii. 1 sqq.) the Stoic 
theology from the standpoint 
of the new Academy. As 
hearers of Philo, Cicero also 
(Acad. ii. 4, 11) mentions 
Publius, Caius Selius, and 
Tetrilius Rogus. Diodo- 
rus, a partisan of Mithridates, 
is also mentioned in this period, 
who held to the Academic school 
(Strabo, xiii. 1, 66, p. 614); but 
he can scarcely be counted 
among the philosophers. 

1 Pre-eminent among their 
numberis Aristus, the brother 
of Antiochus, who succeeded 
him in his position of instruc- 
tor at Athens (Cic. Brut. 97, 
332; Acad. ii. 4, 12; i. 3, 12; 

Tusc. v. 8, 21; Plut. Brut. 2; 

Ind. Herc. 34, 2 sq. In 51 B.C. 
Cicero (ad Att. v. 10; Tusc. v. 

8,92) mot him there, and de- 

scribes him as the only man 
who formed an exception to 
the generally unsatisfactory 
state of philosophy in Athens. 
According to the Ind. Herc., 
he had heard many other philo- 

sophers besides his brother, 
Plutarch (Brut. 2) places his 
moral character higher than his 
éfis èv Aóyois. Also Dio, doubt- 
less the same who (according 
to Strabo, xvii. 1, 11, p. 796% 
Cic. Pro Cal. 10, 23; 21, 51) 
perished as a member of an 
Alexandrian embassy to Rome 
in 56 B.C, and is the person | 
mentioned by Plutarch as the | 
author of table conversations | 
(Plut. Qu. Conv. Pro. 3). Also, | 
according to the Ind. Here. 34, | 
6 sqq. (where by abrovany other : 
philosopher than Antiochus can | 
scarcely be intended), Apol- 
las, of Sardis; Menecrates, , 
of Methyma; and Mnaseas,, 
of Tyre. Concerning Aristo} 
and Cratippus, who went | 
over to the Peripatetic school, 
vide infra, p. 121, 2. Aristus 
seems to have been followed by 
Theopompus, whom Brutus 
heard in Athens (Plut. Brut. 
24) in 44 B.C., and who is men- 
tioned by Philostratus (t. 
Soph. i. 6). At the same datei 
there lived in Alexandria at the: 
court of Ptolemy XII. (Diony- 
sus) Demetrius (Lucian, De 
Calumn. 16) of whom we 
now, however, nothing further; 

but, at any rate, he was 4) 
worthier member of the school; 
than the Philostratus men- 
tioned by Plutarch (Anton. 80). 
Among the Romans, besides 
Cicero, Varro, of whom we 
shall have to speak more par- 
ticularly later on, was also 

a disciple of Antiochus. M! 
Brutus had been instructed 
by Aristus (Cic. Brut. 97, 332 ; 
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of the new Academy was in his time almost entirely 
abandoned.! ZEnesidemus says the same thing; and 

Acad. i. 3, 12; Fin. v. 3, 8; 
Tusc. v. 8, 21), whom he re- 
sembled both personally and in 
his opinions. Cicero (Acad. l c. ; 
ad Att. xiii. 25) classes him as 
a follower of Antiochus with 
Varro, and in Parad. Pro. 2, 
with himself. In Brut. 31, 120; 
40, 149, he enumerates him 
with the followers of the old 
Academy, and (Tusc. l. e.) puts 
à proposition of Antiochus into 
his mouth. Plutarch also (l. c., 
ef. Dio,1) says that he was 
indeed well acquainted with 
all the Greek philosophers, but 
was himself an admirer of An- 
tiochus and an adherent of the 
old Academy, as opposed to the 
later and new Academy. His 
talent and knowledge are 
praised by Cicero (ad Att. xiv. 
20; ad Div. ix. 14; Brut. 6, 
22; Fin. iii. 2,6; his writings 
in Acad. i. 3,12; Tusc. v. 1,1; 
Fin. i. 3, 8; vide also,in regard 
to his writings, Sen. Consol. ad 
Helv.9, 4 ; Ep. 95, 45; Quintil. 
x. 1, 123; Charisius, p. 83; 
Priscian, vi. p. 679; Diomed. 
E. 8. On the preceding, vide 
Krische, Gott. Stud. ii. 163 sqq.) 
M.Piso also heard Antiochus 
with Cicero (according to Cic. 
Fin. v. 1 $qq.) acknowledged 
himself his disciple (7. c. 3, 7 sq.), 
and expounded his ethical prin- 
ciples (c. 4-25), but in such a 
manner that he still wished to 
Tetain his loyalty to the Peri- 
latetic school into which his 
ousemate Staseas, of Naples, 

had introduced him (J. c. 3, 8; 
25, 75; De Orat. i. 22, 104). 
Of. ad Att. xiii. 19 (according 

to which he was not living when 
Cicero wrote De Finibus). 

! In Acad. ii. 4, 11, Cicero 
mentions, as we have observed, 
Heracleitus the Tyrian: Homo 
sane in ista philosophia, que 
nune prope dimissa revocatum, 
probatus et mobilis. That this 
philosophy can only mean the 
new Academy, is clear from the 
context. For when a disciple 
of Clitomachus and Philo is 
mentioned, we can but conclude 
that the philosophy in which 
he distinguished himself was 
the philosophy of these men; 
and Cicero says expressly that 
Heracleitus opposed Antiochus, 
‘the rival of the Academy (of 
Carneades, &c.), dispassionately 
indeed, but zealously. The new 
Academy, therefore, which in 
Cicero’s time had been almost 
universally abandoned, was by 
him revived. Cicero says the 
same thing most distinctly, 
N. D.i. 5, ll: Nee vero deser- 
tarum relictarumque rerum pa- 
trociniwm suscepimus (through 
the defence of the doctrine 
of the new Academy) ; non enim 
hominum interitu sententie 
quoque occidunt, sed lucem auc- 
toris fortasse desiderant, ut hee 
in philosophia ratio contra om- 
nia disserendi nullamque rem 
aperte judicandi profecta a 
Socrate, repetita ab Arcesila, 
confirmata a Carneade usque ad 
nostram viguit ætatem ; quam 
nunc prope orbam esse in ipsa 
Grecia intelligo. If these evi- 
dences are considered to be dis- 
proved by the saying of Augus- 
tine, C. Acad. iii. 18, 41 vide 
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with these testimonies everything that we know 

regarding the tendency of the Academic school ! until 
nearly the end of the first century coincides. Our 

knowledge of this school at that time is certainly 

very incomplete,? but that the eclecticism of Antio- 

chus still maintained itself there, is plain from the 

supra, p. 79, 2), according to 
which Cicero would only have 
had to finish suppressing the 
reliquie of the false doctrines 
of Antiochus opposed by Philo. 
This is to ascribe an importance 
to the Augustinian phrase 
which clearly does not belong 
to it, since it is plain that the 

notion of Cicero’s refuting the 
eclecticism of Antiochus is false. 

! Ap. Phot. Cod. 212, p. 170, 
11: of 9 amd ris "Akabmuías, 
onal, aiora THS VÜV, Kal XToi- 
kats cvuóépovrai évíore Bótaus, 
kal ef xpi) TàAm0es eimeiv, Stwi- 
oi palvoyTat maxduevor Erwikois. 
Cicero and others judged in a 
similar manner of Antiochus; 
cide supra, p. 92, 4. 

? Of the heads of the Athe- 
nian school we know none 
between Theomnestus (ride 
supra) and Ammonius, the 
teacher of Plutarch; of other 
members of the Academy, be- 
sides Eudorus, Nestor of Tar- 

-us (Strabo, xiv. 5, 14, p. 675, 
expressly distinguishes this 
Nestor from the previously- 
mentioned Stoic of the same 
name—¢ide supra, p. 54: the 
former, according to him, was 
the teacher of Marcellus, son 

of Octavia) and the Tubero 
spoken of in Phil. d. Gr. III., 
li. 7, 5, only Dercyllides 
and Thrasyllus. Even of 
these we are told very little. 
Of Dercyllides, whose date 

cannot be definitely fixed, but 
who seems to have lived earlier 
than Thrasyllus, we find from 
Albinus, Zntrvod. in Plat. 4; 
Procl. in Tim. 7, B.; Porph. 
ap. Simpl. Phys. 54, b,; 56, 
b, that he had composed a 
great work on the Platonic 
philosophy, from which perhaps 
the extensive astronomical frag- 
ment in Theo Smyrn. Astron. 
c. 40 sq., and the smaller excerpt 
in Proclus in Plat. Remp. 
(quoted from A. Mai, Class. 
Auct. i. 362, by Martin on Theo, 
p. 74) are taken. Thrasyllus 
became acquainted in Rhodes, 
perhaps his native city, with 
Tiberius, to whom he succeeded 
in making himself indispen- 
sable as an astrologer (what is 
related, however, as to the proofs 
of his art in Tacit. Ann. vi. 20; 
Sueton, Tiber. 14; and, still 
more, in Dio Cass. lv. 11 ; lviii. 
27, is embellished with fables). 
He then lived, from the last 

years of Augustus (Sueton. Aug. 
98 ; Dio Cass.lvii. 15), in Rome, 
and died a year before Tiberius, 
36 A.D. (Dio, lviii. 27). He is 
chiefly known to us through 
his division of the Platonic dia- 
logues into tetralogies (vide 
Phal. Gr. 1. 1. 498). Heus 
mentioned as a Platonist with 
Pythagorean tendencies by Por- 
phyry, Plot. 20. But as both 
Thrasyllus and  Dercyllides 
seem to have been gramma- 
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example of Eudorus,' a philosopher of Alexandria,? 

and a contemporary of the Emperor Augustus.’ 

This philosopher is denominated a member of i. Zudorus 

the Academy,‘ but he had expounded the works of 
Aristotle, as well as those of Plato, and had dis- 

coursed at length on the Pythagorean doctrine, which 

he apprehended in the sense of the later Platonising 

Pythagorism.’ 

rians rather than philoso- 
phers, it may here suffice to 
refer, in regard to Thrasyllus, 
to K. F. Hermann, De Thrasyllo 
(Ind. Schol. Gótting. 1852); 
Müller, Fragm. Hist. Gr. ii. 
501; Martin on Theo. Astron. 
p. 69 sj.; and in regard to 
Dercyllides to the work last 
mentioned, p. 72 sqq, 

1 Concerning Eudorus, vide 
Roper, Philologus, vii. 534 sq.; 
Diels, Dowogr. 22, 81 sq. et 
passim. 

2 Stob. Fel, ii. 46. 
Sra, p. 104, 1. 

3 The date of his life cannot 
be determined with accuracy. 
Strabo (xvii. i. 5, p. 790) de- 
scribes him as his contemporary. 
Brandis ( Veber die Griech. Aus- 
leger des Aristot. Organons, Abh. 
der Berl. Acad.1833 ; Hist. Phil. 
Kl. p. 275) infers that he was 
earlier than the Rhodian An- 
dronicus, from the manner in 
which Simplicius (Schol. in 
Arist. 61, a, 26 ; 73, 5,18) com- 
pares him with Andronicus, and 
the latter passage, at any rate, 
seems to me conclusive. If,on 
the other hand, Stob. Ecel. ii. 
46 sqq. is taken from Arius 
Didymus (on this subject; vide 
infra), he must have written 
before him. 

Vide in- 

This many-sided occupation with 

4 (Ar. Did. ap.) Stob. l. c.: 
Evddépou Tod 'AXctavOpécws, &ab7- 
pikot pidocdpov. Simp. Sehol. 
in Arist. 63, a, 43; Achil. Tat. 
Jsag. ii. 6 (in Petav. Doctr. 
Temp. iii. 96; Eudorus is also 
quoted in Zsag. i. 2, 13, p. 74, 
19). 

5 His commentary on the 
Categories is often quoted in 
that of Simplicius (cf. Schol. in 
Arist. 61, a, 25 sqq. ; 63, a, 43 ; 
66, b, 18; 70, b, 26; 71, 5, 22; 
73, 6,18; 74, b, 2, and Cat. ed. 
Basil. 44, e. 65, €). That he also 
expounded the Metaphysics 
does not certainly follow from 
Alex. Metaph. 44, 23; Bon. 
Schol. 552, b, 29. 

6 Plut. De An. Procr. 3, 2; 
16, 1, p. 1013, 1019 sg., seems 
also to refer to a commentary 
on the Timeus. 

7 In the fragment quoted in 
Phil.d. Gr.1. 331, 4, from Simpl. 
Phys. 39, a, not only are the 
two Platonic principles, the 
One and Matter, attributed to 
the Pythagoreans, but these 
principles are themselves re- 
ferred (in agreement with the 
Neo-Pythagoreans, cf. ibid, III. 
ii. 113 sg.) to the One or the 
Deity as their uniform basis. 
The same theory, however, is 
ascribed by Eudorus even to 

108 
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the older philosophers, and especially his digest of 
the Aristotelian categories, would at once lead us. 

to suppose that the Platonism of Eudorus was not 
entirely pure; and this is confirmed by the state- 

ments of Stobzeus concerning an encyclopedic work 
of his, in which we are told he treated the whole of 

science problematically: 7.6. he gave a summary of 

the questions with which the different parts of 

philosophy are concerned, and compared the answers 

given to them by the most important philosophers.! 

In the epitome of ethics, which has been preserved 

to us from this work, the classification and termino- 

logy is rather Stoie than 

l'lato, when, according to Alex. 
(in Metaph.i. 6, 988, a, 10), after 
the words rà yàp eln ToU Tí 
esti altia Tois &AAos, Tois & 
elðerı TÒ év, he added kal Ti ÜAm. 
On this theory, in agreement 
with the Stoic monism (on 
whichcf. Phil. d.@r.1IL.i.p. 131, 
138, 145 sq.) though without 
its materialistic interpretation, 
even the #An must have sprung 
from the Deity orthe primal One. 

! Kel. ii. 46: €orw obv Evdd- 
pov ToU 'AXetavüpéws àkabmnuikoU 
$iAogóQov  óiaípecis tod karà 
$iAocoQíav Adyou, BiBAtov à£ió- 
KTNTOV, èv Q mücav émeteAT]Av0Oe 
-poBAmuaTiks Thy emornuny. 
The above explanation of this 
expression results from p. 54 
sqq., where the author, after 
he has given Eudorus’ division 
of ethics, continues, ápkTéov 
66 ràv mpoBAnudrwy, and then 
gives the views of the vari- 
ous philosophers —first concern- 
ing the TéAos, then concern- 
ing goods and evils, lastly 

Platonic ;? and no doubt 

concerning the question ef way 
TÒ kaAbv 9v aóTb aiperdy. These 
extracts also, as far as p. 88, 
are no doubt borrowed from 
Eudorus by Arius Didymus 
whom Stobæus is here tran- 
scribing. 

? Having divided the whole 
of philosophy into ethics, phy- 
sics, and iogic, Eudorus dis- 
tinguishes three parts in ethics: 
mepl Thy 0ecpíav THS Kad’ €kaaTov 
atlas, m. Thy dpuhy, m. Thy mpativ 
(Oewpnrikdy, dpuntikdy,  Tpak- 
TiKÓv). The first of these 
parts then falls into two sec- 
tions: (1) the ends of life, and 
(2) the means for their attain- 
ment, and each of these into a 
number of subdivisions among 
which we find the truly Stoical 
titles mepl TÀv pomyovuévov, 
wept &pwros, mepl cuuroclwy 
(cf. Phil. d. G». YII. i. 260 sq. 
241,1; 273,7; 983, 2). Even 
the doctrine of virtue, one of 
the sections of the second. 
division (for this must be 
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it was the same with the details of his ethics,' so 

that Eudorus in this respect entirely followed the 

precedent of Antiochus. That he did not confine 

himself to ethics appears from what has been already 

quoted, and from certain other indications. 

How widely spread, in the second half of the last 

divided by the words, p. 50, 
Tb uév ear. Tepl Tay àperüv, &c., 
before which of or rovrov òè 
may probably have been lost) 
primarily indicates the Stoic 
view, though among the four 
cardinal virtues, dpévnois takes 
the place of the Platonic sopla. 
The second main division of 
ethics treats partly of the épun 
generally and partly of the 
mam, which are defined quite 
in the Stoic manner, into épuy 
mAeová(ovca and  àppóoTmua. 
The third main division is 
separated by means of sub- 
ordinate classes into eight 
TÓTOL : TapajuvÜÓmriKbs, 'a8oAo- 
yikÓs, wept aoxhoews, rept ka0m- 
kéytwy, wept KaTop0wudrwy, epi 
xapirwy, mepl Biwv, Tepl yduov. 
How closely this whole classifi- 
cation resembles that of the 
Stoics will be seen from Phil. d. 
Gr. III. i. 206 sq. Eudorus is so 
completely in agreement with 
what is there quoted from Sen. 
Ep. 84, 14, and the commence- 
ment especially of his classifi- 
cation quoted, by Stobzeus 
bears such striking resemblance 
to the passage of Seneca, that 
either Seneca must have fol- 
lowed Eudorus, or both must 
have followed some common, 
and in that case Stoic, source. 

! This is clear from the next 
section of Stobsus, which, as 
before observed, seems also to 

be taken from Eudorus, espe- 
cially from p. 60: ómoreAls ð 
égTl rÒ mp@rov oikeiov ToU (you 
md0os, ap’ ob Kathptaro cvvaiuc- 
OdvecOa TÒ (Gov THs Gcva Táa ews 
aitrov, otmw Aoyikoy by GAA’ 
üAo'yov, karà Tovs dvoikovs kal 
eTepuarikoUs Adyous . . . "yevó- 
uevov yap TÒ (gov gkeub0n Tiv 
mávrws eùbùs èt dpxis (Phil. d. Gr. 
TII. i. 208 sq.) How Eudorus 
wasallied with Antiochusin this 
is shown by a comparison of 
the words immediately follow- 
ing Ümep éorly motels, Keira: 5 
èv Tit TY pi" À yàp èv hdovh À 
èv doxAnala 1) èv rois mpwrTots kaTà 
$óciy) with what Cicero, Fin. v. 
6, 16 (vide ibid. III. i. 518, 1), 
quotes from Antiochus. 

? According to Strabo, xvii. 
1,5, 790, Eudorus and Aristo 
the Peripatetic mutually ac- 
cused each other of plagiarism 
in regard to a treatise on the 
Nile (Strabo will not decide who 
is in the right, but he says that 
the language of the treatise is 
more like Aristo’s). Achil. Tat. 
Isag. 96 (169), mentions that 
Eudorus, agreeing with Panæ- - 
tius, believed the torrid zone 
to be inhabited, and the same 
writer (as Diels shows, Dowxogr. 
22) quotes something further, 
taken by Eudorus from Dio- 
dorus the mathematician, and 
from Diodorus by Posidonius. 
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century before Christ, was this eclecticism of which, 
as we have seen, Antiochus was the foremost repre- 

sentative, is also clear from the example of Arius 
Didymus.! For though this philosopher is reckoned 

with the Stoie school? his views approximate so 

! He is no doubt the same 
'Apeios of Alexandria who is 
known to us (from Plut. 
Anton. 80 sq.; Reg. Apophth. 
Aug. d, O0, p. 207, Pree. 
Ger. heip: ^18. Qu po SIE; 

Sen. Consol. ad Mare. 4 sq.; 
Sueton. Octav. 89; Dio Cass. 
]i16.hi.360; Æhan- V. H5 xu. 
25; M. Aurel, viii. 31 ; Themist. 
Or. x. 130, 5, Pet. ; Julian. Ep. 
bl, p. 96, HeyL; e£, Or. vi 

205, C5 Strabo, xiv. 5, 4, p- 
670) as a teacher of philosophy, 
a confidant of Augustus and 
friend of Mæcenas. He was 
so highly esteemed by Augustus 
that, as we read in Plutarch, 

Dio, and Julian, he declared 
to the people of Alexandria, 
after the capture of that place, 
that he pardoned them for the 
sake of their founder Alexander, 
their beautiful city, and their 
fellow citizen Arius. From a 
consolatory epistle of Arius to 
Livia,after the death of Drusus 
(9 B.C.) whom Arius must 
have survived, Seneca, J. e. 
quotes a considerable fragment. 
It is true that in none of these 
passages is Arius called Didy- 
mus, while on the other hand 

none of the authors who have 
transmitted to us fragments 
from AíBvuos or "Apeios Aldupos, 
describe him as an Alexandrian 
ora friend of Augustus. But 
as none of these authors had 
any occasion to enter into the 
personal circumstances of Arius 

Didymus this does not justify 
us in distinguishing with Heine 
(Jahrb. f. Class. Phil. 1869, 
613) the friend of Augustus 
from Arius Didymus the Stoic. 
It is rather an instance of that 
which Diels, Dorogr. 86, asserts, 
and of which he adduces many 
examples in this period,that the 
same man is designated some- 
times by his own name, some- 
times by the addition of his 
father's,to distinguish him from 
others bearing the same name, 
and sometimes by both names 
together: e.g. the well-known 
Rhodian rhetorician Apollonius 
is sometimes called 'AToAAóGvios 
ó MóAcvos, sometimes 'Az0AA(- 
vios ó MóAev; and even by his 
disciple Cicero, Apollonius (Cic. 
ad Att.3.1; Brut.89, 307 ; 91, 
316); Molo (De Ozat.1.17, 155 
28, 126; De Invent. i. 56) ; and 
the Stoic Musonius Rufus is 
called by Epictetus, Rufus only, 
and by others, as a rule, Mu- 
sonius only (ride infra, ch. vi.). 
As in the case of Arius some- 
times the name and sometimes 
the surname stands first, we 
cannot be certain whether 
"Apes or  Aíbvuos was the 
original name of this philo- 
sopher; but Diels, Z. c., seems 
to show that the latter is the 
more probable. 

? The Zpit. Diog: (vide Phil. 
d. Gr, III. i. 33, 2) mentions 
Arius between Antipater (the 
Tyrian, concerning whom vide 
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closely to those of Antiochus that we should be 

tempted to consider him his disciple,’ if there were 

not express testimony as to his Stoicism. We are 

only acquainted, indeed, with historical expositions 

of his, of the older doctrines, probably taken from 

one and the same work ;? but among these there is 

supra, p. 71, n.) and Cornutus, 
the contemporary of Nero. 

! I myself shared this opinion 
(supported by the Epit. Diog.) 
in the second edition of the 
present volume; and in con- 
nection with it the supposition 
that in the notice of Suidas, 
Aldupos ’Arhios (}} "Arri0s) xpn- 
parícas pirdcodos 'Akabnuaikos, 
the word ’Arfios had been sub- 
stituted for "Apes. I must 
now abandon that theory. The 
Atejus Didymus who wrote two 
books -i0avà»y kal co$iugudrev 
Aóceis kal ÁAAa ToAAà might 
more probably be the double of 
the Alexandrine grammarian 
Aldupos véos, afterwards quoted, 
to whom also méava are 
ascribed; but this too is quite 
uncertain. 

2 A number of fragments 
from this work are quoted 
under its name and that of its 
author. Such are the follow- 
ing :—(1) An exposition of the 
Stoic theories of God and the 
world, ard Tíjs érirouns "Apeíov 
Aibóuov (ap Eus. Pr. Ev. xv. 
15). (2) The Stoic psychology, 
‘from the émrrouh ’Apetov Adimou, 
ibid. c. 20, chap. xviii. sq., con- 
cerning the conflagration and 
renewal of the world, seems to 
be taken from the same source. 
(3) To the same treatise no 
doubt belongs the account of 
‘the Platonic doctrine of ideas 

which is quoted anonymously 
(èk trav Aiðúuy Tepl Tov aperkdy- 
Tcv IllAdTrovi avvrerayuévov) by 
Eusebius, /. c. xi. 28,2 $g.; and by 
Stobeeus, Hel. i. 330. Likewise 
(4) the remarks on two maxims 
of the seven sages quoted by 
Clemens, Strom. i. 300, B, from 
Didymus ; and (5) a statement 
respecting Theano, /. c. 309, C, 
from Aí8vuos èv TE rept IIv0ayo- 
piks piroroplas. Lastly (6)a 
passage is quoted in Stob. Floril, 
103, 28 (èr ris Aðúuov émvroyuifis), 
concerning the Peripatetic doc- 
trine of evdamovia; this passage, 
however, is found, as Meineke 
discovered (Miitzell’s Zeitschr. 
für d. Gymnasialw. 1859, p. 563 
sqq.) in the exposition of the 
Peripatetic ethics, ap Stob. Eel. 
ii. 274 sq. ; and thus it is shown 
that not only this whole section 
(from p. 242-334), but also the 
corresponding section on the 
Stoic doctrine, p. 90-242, is 
borrowed from the epitome of 
Arius. From the same source 
Stobeus has probably taken 
also the four preceding sections 
of the same (sixth) chapter, 
beginning at p. 32. We there- 
fore possess very considerable 
fragments from the work of 
our philosopher, which show 
that it contained a comprehen- 
sive survey of the doctrines of 
all the earlier philosophers. 
The proved or supposed frag- 
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a review of the Peripatetic ethics, which approaches. 

so nearly to the ethics of the Stoics, and so entirely 

agrees with the opinions of Antiochus as represented 

by Cicero, that it is scarcely possible to mistake its 

ultimate source ;! and though the work is ostensibly 

ments of this treatise relating 
to physics have Leen collected 
by Diels, Zozogr. 145-412, with 
some limitations of Meineke's 
conjectures. The same writer 
treats of Arius and his works, 
l. c. p. 69-88. 

! As Antiochus, in his ac- 
count of the Peripatetic ethics 
(which for him coincided with 
those of the Academy), pursued 
the double end of defending 
the Platonic-Aristotelian doc- 
trine against the attacks of the 
Stoics,and of combining it with 
the Stoic doctrine (vide supra, 
p. 95 sqq.), so do we find with 
Arius. Like Antiochus, he takes 
as his basis the commonly re- 
cognised demand of life accord- 
ing to nature, and this in its 
Stoic acceptation. The $veuch 
oikelwois is the point of view 
according to which it is decided 
what is a good, a t abr aiperdy 
(of the aiperdy itself a definition 
is given, p. 272, corresponding 
with the Stoic definition quoted 
Phil. d. Gr. TIT: i. 223, 4). The 
instinct of self-preservation is 
acknowledged as the funda- 
mental impulse: úse yàp 
kerha mpds éavrbv (Stob. 246 
#q.; 252, 258 ; cf. what is quoted, 
Phil. d. Gr. III. i. 209, 1, about 
the Stoics, and, supra, p. 95 

sqq. about Antiochus); the Ka@7- 
kovta (this conception also is 
Stoic) are reduced to the ékAoy3j 
TàV Kara þús and the &mekAo*yi) 
T&v mapa $vcu (p. 250; cf. Phil. 

d. Gr. III. i. 258,3). Like Antio- 
chus, he then seeks to show that 
from this point of view belong- 
ings,friends,countrymen,human 
society generally, are to be de- 
sired for themselves; also praise 
and glory, health, strength, 

beauty, corporeal advantages of 
all kinds: only the goods of 
the soul are incomparably more 
valuable than all others (p. 246— 
264). His discussion of the 
natural love of all men for each 
other (already mentioned) es- 
pecially reminds us of his pre- 
decessors inthe Academy. Like 
Antiochus (vide supra, p. 97, 
1) he classes the moAitikat kal 
kowwvikal and the @ewprtiKal 
mpaters together as equally origi- 
nal problems (p. 264 sq.); like 
him, he distinguishes two kinds. 
of goods—those which are to be 
considered as constituents (oup- 
mAnpwtika) of happiness, and 
such as only contribute some- 
thing to happiness (ev4BdA- 
Aea8a1) ; corporeal goods he will 
not, like Cicero's Antiochaan, 
reckon under the first, but the: 
second class: öre 7 wey evdal- 
povia Blos early ó 8€ Blos èk mpá- 
gews ouuTemAnpwrat (p. 266 sq. ; 
cf. p. 274 for the distinction be- 
tween kaAà and àvaykaia, the 
uépn evdaimovias and Gv obk &vev) ; 
he opposes, like Aristotle, the 
theory that the virtuous man is 
happy even in the extremity of 
suffering ; also the Stoic pro- 
position concerning the abrdp~ 
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and chiefly a mere reproduction of the Peripatetic . 

doctrine, still it is clear that Arius could not have _ 

brought that doctrine so near to that of the Stoics, 
or adopted an older exposition which did so (that of 
Antiochus), if the distinctive doctrines of the dif- 

ferent schools had had the same importance for him 

as for the ancient Stoic authorities, if he had not 

shared the mode of thought which inspired the 

exposition of Antiochus, and had not been disposed, 

like Antiochus, to disregard the opposition of Stoics, 

Academics, and Peripatetics, as compared with their 

common conviction.? 

With Arius and Antiochus we must connect 

Potamo of Alexandria, who, according to Suidas, was 

xea Of virtue, and the impos- 
sibility of losing it; and the 
statement that there is nothing 
intermediate between happi- 
ness and unhappiness (p. 282; 
ef. p. 314); thus showing him- 
self in these particulars less 
strict than Antiochus (sup. p. 97, 
3). On the other hand (p. 
266), the Stoic doctrine of the 
etAoyos ekaywyh (Phil. d. Gr. III. 
i. 305 sq.) is also forced upon 
the Peripatetics! For the doc- 
trine of virtue, Arius makes use 
especially of Theophrastus (vide 
ébid. II. ii. 860, 1) as well as 
Aristotle; and the disciple of 
Antiochus (Cic. Fin. v. 5) quotes 
only from these two philo- 
sophers (supra, 97, 5); but in 
expounding the doctrine (p. 314) 
he uses the Stoic distinction of 
the xa6fkovra and karopÜduara 
(III. i. 264 sq.) and imports 
into it. (p. 280) the Stoic rpo- 

kom]. In his (Economies and 
Politics he keeps entirely to 
Aristotle, only that he calls the 
third of the right constitutions 
not Polity, but Democracy, and 
its.defective counterpart Ochlo- 
cracy, and introduces, beside the 
right and wrong forms of govern- 
ment (p. 330),the mixed forms 
compounded from the three 
first (those of Dicsarchus, dis- 
cussed in Phil. d. Gr. II. ii. 892). 

! Their common use of this 
philosopher may perhaps ex- 
plain why Cicero and Arius 
Didymus, in expounding the’ 
ethics of the Stoics, use the very 
same words (cf. ibid, ILI. i. 226, 
6; 227, 4; 232, 2). 

2 He seems at times entirely 
to forget that he is merely giv- 
ing an account of the doctrines 
of others, for he passes from in- 
direct to direct narration (cf. ib. 
III. i. pp. 256, 270, 276, 322). 
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a contemporary of Arius, while Diogenes Laertius 
speaks as though he had lived not long before his 

own time, therefore towards the end of the second 

Christian century;? perhaps, however, he may be 

here merely transcribing the statement of an older 
writer. That which his predecessors had actually 

attempted, the setting up of a system which should 

combine in itself the true out of all the philosophical 
schools of the time, Potamo also avowed as his express 

design ; for he designated his school as eclectic ; 4 

and the little we know of his doctrine certainly 

shows that he had not chosen this name without 
cause; for it apparently combines, regardless of 

! Suid. sub. voce: Notduwv 
"AXetayOpevs, piddoogos, yeyovws 
mpd Avyotorov kal per’ avrdy 
(probably kar’ abróv is here to 
be read). 

2 Promm. 2l: €ri 06 mpó 
dAlyou kal ékAekrucf) Tis alpeois 
eianxOn bd Motduwvos ToU 'AAe£- 
avdpews ékAetauévov Ta apeokovTa 
èt ékdorns Tay aipérewv. (The 
same, but with the omission of 
the expression still more un- 
suitable to him, mpd dAlyou, is 
found in Suidas, afpeos, S. II. 
48 B.). 

3 This theory, advanced by 
Nietzsche (Rhein. Mus. xxiv. 
205 sq.; Beitr. z. Quellenk. d. 
Diogenes Laertius, 9), and ad- 
vocated among others by Diels 
(Dozxogr. 81, 4), ascribes to 
Diogenes great want of thought, 
but not, on the whole, more 
than might be expected in 
him. Concerning the different 

attempts to decide between the 
accounts of Diogenes and Suidas, 

or to reconcile them, and to 
discover something more about 
the life and circumstances of 
Potamo, cf. Fabric. Bibl. Gr. 
iii. 184 sg. Harl.; Brucker, Hist. 
Crit. Phil. ii. 193 sqq. ; J. Simon, 
Histoire de U Ecole d Alexan- 
drie,i. 199 sqq. In these there 
is also a review of the other 
men of this name known to us — 
the rhetorician Potamo, of My- 

tilene, who, according to Suidas, 
sub. voce (cf. @e65. Tad. and 
AeoBavat, where the rhetorician 

is called @iAdcopos), taught 
under Tiberius in Rome; and 
Potamo, the ward of Plotinus 
(Porph. v. Plot. 9), whom, how- 
ever, the new editions call 
Polemo. There is also the 

Potamo from whom some 

mathematical observations are 

quoted, according to Alexander, 

in Simpl. De Celo, 270, a, 42; 
289, a, 23K ; Schol. in Ar. 518, 
D, 8 bl5,20.42. 

* Vide preceding note. 
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logical consistency, Platonic ' and Peripatetic ele- 

ments with an essentially Stoic foundation. In the 

question of the criterion, he allied himself with the 

‘Stoics, only that, instead of the ‘intellectual notion,’ 

he substituted a vaguer form of expression, the 

‘most accurate notion.’ In his metaphysics he 
added quality and space to substance and efficient 

force as the highest principles ; that he reduced, like 

the Stoies, efficient force itself to substance is not 

stated. The highest good, he thought, consisted in 

the perfection of the life, the most essential con- 

dition of which lay in virtue, for which, however, in 

agreement with Aristotle and the older Academy, cor- 

poreal and external goods were found indispensable.” 

Scarcely any original thoughts are to be found in 

this superficial combination and modification of 

older doctrines; and so the * Eclectic school,’ except 

for the one mention of it by Diogenes and his 

Byzantine followers, has left no further trace in 

history. 

gaytaclay. apxds Te Tav ÜAwv 
Thv te ÜAmv kal Tb, moody, T010- 
TNTÁ Te kal rómov’ èE ov yàp kal 

! According to Suidas, he 
wrote a treatise on the Platonic 

Republic. 
TÉÀOS ? 'Apéake: © aùr (continues 

Diog. l. ¢.), ka0á now èv otoi- 
xewer, KpiThpia THs GAnOelas 
elva. Tb èv ds bp o9 ylvera Ù 
Kplots, TOUTÉOTL TÒ HryeuoviKoy, Td 
òt ds 5? o, olov Thy dxpiBeordrny 

bh’ ob kal moiy kal èv ĝ. 
òè elva. ep’ Ò mdvra àvaoéperas, 
(why karà Tücav aperhy TeAclay 
oùk Ávev TOV ToU odmaros Kal Tay 
ends, 
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CHAPTER V. 

THE PERIPATETIC SCHOOL IN THE FIRST CENTURY 

BEFORE CHRIST. 

SIMULTANEOUSLY with the tendency which was in- 

troduced into the Academy by Antiochus, the school 

of the Peripatetics also received a new impulse and 
pursued a partially altered course. As Antiochus 

wished to bring back the Academy to the doctrine of 

their founder, so the Peripateties turned anew to the 

works of Aristotle: it is to the expounding of these 

works to which for whole centuries, down to the 

times of Neo-Platonism, their entire strength is 

directed, and in which their principal task consists. 

Here also there is displayed the phenomenon so 

characteristic of this whole period: the more un- 

mistakable and pressing is the feeling of mental 

lassitude, and the stronger the mistrust of its own 

scientific power, of which scepticism has been the 
formal expression, the more obvious becomes the 

necessity to return to the old masters and to lean 

upon them. No other school, however, has so 

zealously and carefully carried on the work of ex- 

position, and none has produced such a long and 
connected line of commentators as that of the Peri- 
pateties.! 

' Concerning these, cide Zumpt (Ueber d. Bestand der 
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The scientific activity of this school, since the 

middle of the third century, had already, so far as 

we can judge from the accounts we have received, 

confined itself to the propagation, exposition, defence, 

and popularising of the doctrines of Aristotle and 

"Theophrastus; and even Critolaus, its most im- 

portant representative in the second century, did 
not go beyond this. After Critolaus the school itself 

seems to have lost more and more the precise know- 
ledge of the Aristotelian doctrines and writings. 

‘Cicero! and Strabo? expressly tell us so, and the 

assertion is confirmed by the cireumstance that, 

excepting the approximation of Diodorus to the 

Epicurean ethics,’ not a single scientific propo- 

sition has been handed down to us from any of 

the successors of Critolaus, during a period of 

nearly a century. Andronicus of Rhodes first 

gave a new impulse to the scientific life of his 

school. This distinguished man was, in the second 

third of the first century before Christ, head of 

the school in Athens. His edition of Aristotle’s 

Philosoph. Sehul. in Athen.) 
Abhandl. der Berl. Akademie, 
1842; Hist. Phil. Kl. 93 sq.; 
Brandis, Ueber die Griech. 
Ausleger des Arist. Organons, 
ibid. 1833, 273 sq. 

1 Top. i. 3. A distinguished 
rhetorician had declared that 
the Topica of Aristotle was un- 
known to him: Quod quidem 
minime sum admiratus, eum 
philosophum rhetori non esse 
cognitum, qui ab ipsis philo- 
sophis preter admodum paucos 
ignoraretur. Though the Peri- 

patetics are not here mentioned, 
it cannot be supposed that the 
great mass of the philosophers 
of the time were unacquainted 
with Aristotle’s writings, if they 
were not neglected in the Peri- 
patetic school itself. 

2 In the passage quoted, Phil. 
d. Gr. IL ii. 139, 2. 

3 Cf. ibid. 1I. ii. 934. 
* Andronicus was, according 

to Plut. Sulla,25,a contemporary 
of Tyrannio (vide infra, p. 115, 
1); and as Tyrannio appears to 
have only come to Rome in 66 
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works,! for which Tyrannio 

B.c., and Andronicus used his 
transcripts of Aristotle’s writ- 
ings for his own edition of them, 
this must certainly be placed 
after 60 B.c. His invariable 
surname 6 ‘Pdd:0s designates 
his birthplace ; Strabo mentions 
him among the celebrated phi- 
losophers of Rhodes (xiv. 2, 18, 

p. 655). That he was head 
of the Peripatetic school (in 
Athens) is asserted by David, 
Schol. in Arist. 24, a, 20; 25, b, 
42; Ammon. De Interpret. l.c. 
904.9, 915-97, 4, 19. eas here 

called the év5ékaros amd Tov 
‘ApisroréAous; following the 
Scholium in Waitz, however, 
(Aristot. Org. i. 45), which is 
also ascribed to Ammonius, his 
disciple Boéthus was this 
eleventh philosopher. Accord- 
ing as we give the preference 
to the one or the other state- 
ment, and reckon Aristotle him- 
self, or omit him, there will be 
wanting to the number of the 
known heads of the school 
(Aristotle, Theophrastus, Strato, 
Lyco, Aristo, Critolaus, Dio- 

dorus, Erymneus, Andronicus) 
one, two, or three names. If 

three are found deficient, I 

should be inclined to insert 
them, not with Zumpt (Phil. d. 
(7r. IT. ii. 927, 1) between Aristo 
and Critolaus, but in the evident 

gap between  Erymneus and 
Andronicus. It seems to me 
most probable, however, that 
only two are wanting, and that, 
according as we reckon, An- 
dronicus or Boethus might thus 
be called the eleventh (counted 
not affer, but from Aristotle— 
amo 'ApigTOTÉAOVS). 

! Porphyry (Plot. 24) says he 

the grammarian furnished 

himself arranged the writings: 
of Plotinus: pmnoduevos . .. 
'Avb6póvikov Tbv mepimarntiKoy, 
who Tà 'ApisToTéAovs kal @eo- 
$pácTov eis Tpa'yuareías OietAe, 
Tas oikelas bmobéces eis raUTUV. 
cuvayaywy. This statement, as 
well as that of Plutarch (Sulla, 
26): map’ avrov [Tupavviwvos } 
Tbv ‘Pddiov "Avbpóvikov evmopn- 
cavra Ty avTiypdpwy (supplied 
with transcripts by Tyrannio): 
eis uécov 0eivai, can only be 
understood of an actual edition 
of Aristotle's works, especially 
if we remember that, according 
to Plutarch, the Peripatetics 
before Andronicus had wan- 
dered from the doctrine of their 
founder on account of their 
scanty acquaintance with his 
works. When the same writer 
adds to the words already 
quoted, kal avaypawa: Tovs viv 
$epouévovs mívakas, we must 
understand by these lists of 
writings a supplement to the 
edition which probably did 
not confine itself to a mere 
enumeration of the works, but 
embraced also enquiries as to 
their genuineness, contents, and 
arrangement. In anycase, An- 
dronicus had instituted such 
enquiries, as is shown by his 

condemnation of the so-called 
Post - predicamenta and the 
book repl épunveías (cf. Phil. d. 
Gr.1IL n. 07,1: 60, D Emad 
the reasons he gives for it. The 
proposition (cf. David, Schol. 
im Arist. 25, b, 41) that the 
study of philosophy should 
begin with logic may also have 
been brought forward in this 
connection. On the other hand, 
what David says (l. c. 24, a, 19) 
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him with the means,! did them inestimable service by 
promoting their universal diffusion and more syste- 

matic study. At the same time by his enquiries into 

their authenticity and arrangement,? and by his 
commentaries * on several 

on the division of the Aristo- 
telian writings cannot be taken 
from Andronicus because of the 
quotation from the treatise 
mept kósuov; and the treatise 
of Andronicus De Divisione 
(Boét. De Divis. p. 638) cannot 
have dealt with the division of 
the books of. Aristotle. 

! This great scholar was born 
in Amisus in Pontus. When the 
place was conquered by Lu- 
cullus, he became the slave of 
Murena, was then set at liberty, 
and taught in Rome (cf. Phil. 
d. Gv. Il. ii. 139, 1). Here he 
gained considerable property, 
collected a famous library, and 
died at a great age (Suidas, 
sub voce; Plut. Lucull. 19). 
Strabo (xii. 3, 16, p. 548) says 
that he had heard him lecture. 
That he belonged to the Peri- 
patetic school is nowhere as- 
serted, but his study of Aris- 
totle’s writings shows that he, 
like so many other gramma- 
rians, was connected with it. 
He is to be distinguished from 
his namesake and disciple, the 
freedman of Terentia. Cf. 
Suid. Tupav. veór. 

Tyrannio had found oppor- 
tunity of making use of Apel- 
lico's library, which Sulla had 
brought to Rome; and many 
besides himself made copies of 
the Aristotelian works therein 
(Strabo, xiii. 2, 54, p. 609). 
Through him Andronicus re- 

of them, he showed the 

ceived his copies (cf. preceding 
note, and Phil. d. Gr. IL. ii. 139). 
Whether Andronicus had also 
come to Rome, or had merely 
received copies of Tyrannio's 
recension, is not stated. 

? This, at any rate, may be 
conceded, if even the further 
statement that the principal 
works of Aristotle were abso- 
lutely wanting in the Peripa- 
tetic school before the time of 
Andronicus cannot be main- 
tained (Phil. d. Gr. IL ii. 199 sq.). 

* Vide supra, 114, 1. 
* Of these his exposition of 

the categories is most . fre- 
quently quoted. It is men- 
tioned. by Dexipp. in Cat. p. 
25,25 Speng. (Schol. in Arist. 
42,a,30); Simpl. in Cat. Schol. 
40, b, 23; 61, a, 25 sqq.; and in 
about thirty other passages. 
At p. 6 e. 7, 8. (Schol. 41, b, 25; 
42, a, 10), Simplicius seems to 
describe the work of Androni- 
cus as a mere paraphrase (’Avp. 
Tapaópá(ev Tò Tv Karnyopiay 
BiBAtov). Meantime we -see 
from other statements, as those 
which are quoted below, that 
the paraphrase was only a part 
of the task which Andronicus 
had set himself, and that he 
afterwards entered into the ex- 
planation of words, criticism of 
texts, and questions as to the 
genuineness of particular sec- 
tions (cf. Phil. d. Gr.11.ii. 67,1; 
69, 1) and philosophic investiga- 
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Peripatetic school the way in which from henceforth 

their criticism and exegesis was to proceed. He did 

not confine himself to mere explanation, but sought 

to maintain as a philosopher the same independence 

with which as a critic he departed from tradition in 

the treatment of weighty questions. This we see 

from various and not altogether unimportant deter- 

minations by which in the doctrine of categories he 

diverged from Aristotle, and still more clearly, 

tion of the contents.’ Cf. Bran- 
dis, l.c. 273sq. That Andronicus 
had also commented on the 
Physics does not certainly fol- 
low from Simpl. Phys. 101, a; 
103, 5; 216, a; although it 
is probable from the first of 
these passages. Simplicius, 
however, does not seem to 
have had this commentary in 
his own hands, or he would 
have quoted from it more fre- 
quently. The observations on 
Arist. De An. i. 4, 408, b, 32 
sqq., and the Xenocratic defini- 
tion of the soul therediscussed, 
which is quoted from Androni- 
cus by Themist. De An. ii. 56, 
11; 59, 6 Speng., point to an 
exposition of the treatise on the 
soul (vide infra, p.117,2). The 
definition of malos, ap. Aspas. in 
Eth. N. (infra,p 118, 3) is taken, 
perhaps, from a commentary 
on the Ethics. Of the two 
treatises still in existence, bear- 
ing thename of Andronicus, one, 
the treatise De Animi Affec- 
tionibus, is the work of Andro- 
nicus Callistus in the fifteenth 
century, the other, the com- 
mentary on the Nicomachean 
Ethies,is written by Heliodorus, 
ot. Prusa (1307); cR. Tose; 

Hermes, ài. 212. Andronicus 
cannot possibly have been con- 
cerned with either of them. 

! According to Simpl. Cat. 15, 
e. (Schol. 47, b, 25), he regarded 
with Xenocrates (cf. Phil. d. 
Gr. II. i. 865, 4)—this division, 
however,isinthe main Platonic 
(cf. Z. e. 556, 4)—as the funda- 
mental categories, the kað’ abrd 
and the mpés ri (the Aristotelian 
definition of which he expounds, 
ap. Simpl. Cat. 51, B. y. Schol. 
66, a, 39; Porph. 'E£fyy. é. v. 
karny. 42, a). The kaf aúrò 
he must then have divided still 
further, for (according to Simpl. 
p. 67, y. 69, a; Schol. 73, 5, 10; 
74, b, 29) he added to the four 
Aristotelian kinds of quality 
(ef. Phil. d ar 1L:31.2609/ 25-8 
fifth kind under which thick- 
ness, heaviness, &c., must fall, 
but which, as he observed, may 
itself be reckoned under the 
TaÜmTikal Toi0TqTEes ; and it is 
onlv with reference to the cate- 
gories arising from further 
division that he can have as- 
serted (Simpl. 40 (.; Schol. 59, 
b, 41; cf. 60, a, 38) Relation 
to bethe ultimate category of 
all Observations of his are 
also mentioned concerning the 
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from his view of the soul, which in the spirit of 

Aristoxenus and Diceearchus,' and consequently in 

approximation to the Stoie materialism, he held to 

be a product of the bodily organism. His whole 

standpoint, however, we must assume to have been 
that of the Peripateties, though he strove to improve 

the doctrine of his school in regard to particular 
points. 

The work of Andronicus was continued by his 

disciple Boéthus of Sidon,? who is often mentioned 

&us (Simpl. 55, «€; Sehol. 
65, a, T), moi:eciv, and mdexew 
(Simpl. 84, 8.), and those 
conceptions which he called 
indefinite magnitudes, and de- 
sired, therefore, to reckon not 
only under Relation, but also 
under Quantity (l. e. 36 6.; 
Schol. 58, a, 37). Lastly, he 
wished to substitute Time and 
Space for the rod and moré, and 
to reckon under these categories 
not only vo) and rorè, but all 
other determinations of Place 
and Time. Simpl. 34, 8. 36, B. 
87, a. 88, a. B. 91, B. ; Schol. 57, 
a, 24; 58, a, 16; 79, 5,1; 30, 
37; 80, 5, 3; cf. also Brandis, 
l.c. p. 273 sq.; Prantl, Gesch. d. 
Log. i. 537 sq. 

! Cf. Phil. d. Gr. II. ii. 888,890. 
2 This is maintained by 

Galen, Qu. Animi Mor. c. 4, 
vol. iv. 782 sq. K. As Androni- 
cus, he says, was wont to speak 
freely and without obscure cir- 
cumlocutions, he plainly de- 
clares the soul to be the k«paous 
(sc. ToU. &'éuaTos) or the ddvauis 
érouévm Tfj «pácei, In the same 
sense he explains (according to 
Themistius, De An. ii. 56, 11; 

59, 6 sqq. Sp.) the well-known 
definition of Xenocrates (Phil. 
d. Gv. 11.1. 871). Whilecensuring 
Aristotle because in his objec- 
tions to that definition he kept 
exclusively to the expression 
ToUvoua Tov àpi8j.o), he himself 
perceived in it the thought that 
all living natures consist of a 
mixture of the elements formed 
kaTd tivas Adyous kal &piOuovs ; 
so that it coincides in the main 
with the reduction of the soul 
to the harmony of the body. 
But when he adds that this 
number is called a self-moving 
number (aùr) ydp èstw h vx? 
Tis Kpacews Tavtns airía kal Tov 
Aó*yov kal ris ulkews Tay TpøTwV 

Boéthus 
of Sidon. 

oro.xelwv), this does not agree . 
with Galen’s statement, accord- 
ing to which it was in the first 
place a product of the xpaets ; 
and it is questionable whether 
Galen has not missed the mean- 
ing of Andronicus. 

3 Strabo mentions that he was 
a native of Sidon, xvi. 2, 24, 
p. 757; Andronicus names as 
his teacher Ammon. in Categ. 5 
(ap. Zumpt l.c. 94); that he 
was also a follower of his seems 
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with him. He, too, acquired considerable fame! as 

an expounder of the Aristotelian writings: the best 
known of his works is a commentary on the catego- 

ries: ? but some traces are found of commentaries on 

the Physics and the Prior Analyties—perhaps also 

on the treatise ‘De Anima’ and the Ethics. 

to result from the Scholion, 
quoted supra, p.113, 4. But, in 
opposition to this theory, we 
find that in the vears 45 and 
44 B.C. Cicero himself (Off. i. 
1, 1) and Trebonius (in Cicero's 
Ep. ad Fam. xi. 16) mention 
only Cratippus as teacher of 
the Peripatetic philosophy in 
Athens. Boéthus is not men- 
tioned, whereas this philoso- 
pher, whom Strabo, /. c., desig- 

nates (@ cuvedpidocodjcauey hues 
7a “AptototéAeia) as his own 
teacher, survived this date by 
at least one decade, perhaps 
several. Strabo also would, no 
«doubt, have said if he had heard 
him lecture in Athens. Boéthus, 
therefore, must have been a 

teacher of philosophy elsewhere. 
Perhaps Strabo may have 
availed himself of his instruc- 
tions in Rome. 

! Simplicius (Cat. 1, o. 41 B.; 

Sehol: 10,a,21 ; 61. a, 14) calls 
him @avudows and édAdoymos; 
and on page 209 B.; Sehol. 92, 
a, 42, he praises his acuteness. 
OR OD. 3, Yee Beko MO aa 
Tà TOU BonOovd moñs ayxivolas 
yeuovTa. 

? According to Simplicius 
(i. a) one of those which 8a6v- 
Tépaus wept abr (the Aristotelian 
book) évvoias éxpfjcavro, but at 
the same time (/.e. 7, y. ; Schol. 
12, a, 8) a continuous exposition 
«a8' éxaotny Aébw. This com- 

In his 

mentary is frequently quoted in 
that of Simplicius and also that 
of Dexippus. In it, perhaps, 
was the statement which 
Syrian, in Metaph. Sehol. 893, 
a, 1, contests, that the Platonic 
ideas are the same as class- 
conceptions. A separate trea- 
tise of his on the mpds rı is 
mentioned by Simplicius, 42, a, 
Schol. 61, b, 9. 

? That there was a com- 
mentary on the Physics is 
shown by the quotations in 
Themistius, Phys. 145, 14; 337, 
22; 341, 9 Sp.; which Sim- 
plicius, no doubt, has borrowed 
from him (Phys. 46, a; 180, a; 
181, b), as in the last of these 
three passages he expressly 
quotes the words of Themis- 
tius, and only in them those of 
Boéthus ; and nowhere adduces 
anything from Boéthus’ Physics 
except what he finds in his pre- 
decessor. An exposition of the 
First Analytics may be con- 
jectured from the quotations of 
the pseudo-Galen Esay. Siaa. 
p. 19, and of Ammon. in Arist. 
Org. ed. Waitz, i. 45, from the 
doctrine of the syllogism; an 
exposition of the books on the 
soul (though less certainly) 
from what Simplicius (De An. 
69, b) tells us concerning his 
objections against immortality ; 
an exposition of the Nicoma- 
chan Ethics from what Alex- 
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apprehension of the Peripatetic doctrine he likewise, 
so far as we can judge, shows much independence, 

and an inclination to that naturalism which in the 

immediate followers of Aristotle had already over- 

powered the Platonic and idealistic element, and 

which was especially prominent in Alexander of 

_ Aphrodisias. This also appears in the fact that he 

‘wished the study of philosophy to be commenced not 

with logie but with physies. When, moreover, he 

denied that the universal of nature was prior to the 

particular, and would not allow form to be regarded 

as a substance in the strict sense (vocT» ovcía), 

but only matter, and in one aspect, that which 

is compounded of matter? and form—this presup- 

poses a theory of the value and priority of matter 
in things, which diverges from Aristotle, and rather 

approaches to the materialism of the Stoics. The 

same mode of thought is apparent in his utterances 

concerning immortality, which place him on the side 

of those who understood 

-ander (De An. 154, a) says of 
.his observations on self-love 
and the mpôrov oixetov; and 
what Aspas. (Schol. in Eth. 
Classical Journal, xxix. 106) 
and Rose (Aristot. Pseudo-Epigr. 
109) says of his and Andronicus’ 
definition of the wdéos. 

1 David, Schol. in Ar. 25 b, 
41. For what follows, Prantl’s 
Gesch. der Logik, i. 540 sqq. has 
vbeen gratefully made use of. 

2 Dexipp. in Categ. 54; Speng. 
Schol. in Arist. 50, b, 15 sqq. 

s Simpl. Categ. 20 B sq.; 
Schol. 50, a, 2. At the begin-. 
ming of this passage, Boéthus 

the Aristotelian doctrine 

entirely waives the enquiry 
concerning vont) and cwmariKkyh 
ovala, but only because it 
does not belong to the same 
connection. He desired (vide 
Themist. Phys. 145, 14 Sp.; 
Simpl. Phys. 46, a) that mat- 
ter should be called #An only 
in relation to the form which 
it has not yet assumed, and 
imokeluevov in relation to the 
form imparted to it, but this 
is merely a matter of verbal 
expression. What Simplicius 
quotes from Boéthus (24 ¢ sq. 
Schol. 53, a, 38-45) seems to 
me of small importance. 
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as a simple denial of it ;! and in further agreement 
with these tendencies we learn that in the sphere 
of Ethics he maintained that the primary object of 
desire for everyone (the mpôrov oiketov) was naturally 
his own self, and everything else must be desired 
only because of its relation to one's self.? In other 
instances, Bocthus now and then sought to justify 
the Aristotelian determinations, and sometimes de- 
fended them, especially against the Stoics;* but 

! Simpl. De An. 69, b: ta 
uÙ és ó BonOds oinOduev Thy Vv- 

xiv, orep thy éuyvxíav, à0dva- 
Tov uv elvai ws avThy wh bmo- 
u€évovaav Toy 0dvarov émióvra, èt- 
toTauerny 86 émióvros ékelyov TE 
(vri. àmóAAvaOa. This refers 
to Plato’ ontological proof 
of immortality. Boéthus con- 
cedes to him that, strictly speak- 
ing, the soul does not die, but 
only the man (because death, 
according to the Phedo, 64 C, 
consists in the separation of 
soul from body, and therefore 
denotes the dissolution of man 
into his constituent parts, and 
not the destruction of those 
parts as such); but he thinks 
the continuance of the soul 
does not follow from this. Eu- 
sebius (Pr. Hv. xi. 28, 4; xiv. 
10, 3) gives extracts from a 
treatise of Porphyry, mepl yvx $5, 
in which he defended immor- 
tality against Boéthus. From 
the former of these passages it 
is clear that Boéthus had also 
attacked the proof derived 
from the kinship of the human 
spirit with God (Phedo, 78, B 
squ.). 

? This view is ascribed by 
Alex. De An. 154, a, to Xen- 
archus and Boéthus, who appeal 
in support of it to Arist. Lth. 

JV. yii, 1,. 1155,05, 16 sqq; ix. 
8, 1168, a, 35 sgg. Our text 
names the 9th and 10th books, 
evidently by a confusion of 
the alphabetical designations 
of the books (OI) with the 
corresponding numerical signs. 

? To these attempts belong 
(1) a remark, ap. Simpl. Cat.109, . 
B; Schol. 92, a, 33; Categories, 
14, 15, b, 1 sqq.) on the appli- 
cability of the opposition of 
"ipeuía and k(vmois to qualitative 
change ; (2) the demonstration 
in which Theophrastus had 
already anticipated him, that 
the syllogisms of the first and 
second figure are perfect (Am- 
mon. in Analyt. Pr. i. 1, 24, b, 
18; ap Waitz, Arist. Org.i, 45); 
(3) the doctrine evolved from 
the hypothetical syllogisms as 
the àvamóBeicro: and mparor åv- 
amddeuxrot(Pseudo-Galen. Eicay. 
dir. p. 19; Min. ap. Prantl, p. 
554); (4) the remarks on the 
question whether time is a 
number or a measure, and 
whether it even existed without 
the soul that reckons it, ap. 
Themist. Phys. 337, 23; 341, 9 
Sp.; Simpl. Phys. 180, a, 181, 
b; Simpl. Categ, 88, B; Schol. 
T7955. 40. 

* Thus he defends (ap. Simpl. 
13, a, B; Schol. 62, a, 18, 27) 
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what has come down to us in this connection is of 

little importance as affecting the special character of 

his philosophy. 
A third interpreter of Aristotle’s writings, be- 

longing to the same period, is Aristo,' a disciple 

of Antiochus, who afterwards went over from 

the Academy to the Peripatetics.? 

the Peripatetic doctrine of the 
Tpós tt against the Stoic doc- 
trine of the mpés Ti mws Exor, 
while at the same time he tried 
to apprehend Aristotle’s de- 
finition more exactly, in the 
way pointed out by Andronicus 
(Simpl. 51, 8; Schol. 66, a, 34; 
cf. Simpl. 41, B sq. ; 42, a; Schol. 
61 a, 9, 25 sqq. b, 9). He consi- 
dered the division of worety and 
madoxew as two distinct catego- 
ries (Simpl. 77 8; Schol. 17,5, 18 
sqq.), and also the category of 
Having, which he examined 
particularly (Simpl. 94 e; Schol. 
81, a, 4) as well founded. 

! He is mentioned by Simpl. 
41, y.; Schol. 61, a, 25, together 
with Boéthus, Eudorus, Andro- 
nicus, and Athenodorus among 
the wadaiol trav Karnyopiav é&y- 
ynral, and, consequently, no 
doubt the author of a com- 
mentary on this book, and not 
of a mere treatise on the mpds 
vt, Which Simplicius in his men- 
tion of him in this place as 
well as at p. 48, a; 51, 8; Sehol. 
63, b, 10; 66, a, 37 sqq. alone 
allows. In the latter passage 
the definition given also by 
Andronicus and Boéthus of the 
Tpós TÍ mws Éxovis quoted pri- 
marily from him, with the 
remark that Andronicus has the 
same. He is no doubt that 
Aristo of Alexandria, who, ac- 
cording to Apul. Degm. Plat. 

But we know 

iii. p. 277 Hild. (where he is 
rightly censured for this) added 
to the Aristotelian syllogistic 
forms (perhaps in a commen- 
tary on the Prior Analytics) 
three modi of the first and two 
of the second figures, and to 
whom, in the following pas- 
sages (where Prantl, Gesch. der 
Logik, i. 590, 23, restores the 
Aristo of the MSS. instead of 
Aristotle), an account of the 
syllogistic figures is ascribed. 
He is likewise the Alexandrian 
Peripatetic Aristo whom Dio- 
genes mentions (vii. 164; also 
vide supra, p. 105, 2). 

2 Ind. Acad. Hercul. col. 35: 
[Antiochus had for disciples] 
"Aplarevd re kal Alwva 'AXetav- 
8peis kal Kpdrimmoy Tepyaunvor, 
av 'Aplerev [uv] kal Kpárurmos 

éyévovro TIlepimarTnTıkól 
amoorarhoavres THs ’Akadnuelas. 
Cic. (Acad. ii. 4, 12) shows 
him and Dio to us at Alexan- 
dria in the company of An- 
tiochus, with the observation 
quibus ille (Antiochus) secun- 
dum fratrem plurimum tri- 
buebat. If Seneca (Ep. 29, 6) 
resorted to him, he must have 
taught in Rome in the latter 
part of his life; meanwhile, 
the lepidus philosophus Aristo, 
of whom Seneca here relates 
certain anecdotes, must mean 
another person of the same 
name; not only because Seneca 
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little about him, and that little does not lead 

us to suppose him a great philosopher. Concern- 

ing the philosophy of the other Peripateties of the 

first century before Christ—Staseas,! Cratippus,? 

reckons this man among the 
circulatores qui philosophiam 
honestius neglexissent quam ven- 
dunt, but also because the 
Julius Grzcinus, from whom a 
remark on him is quoted, only 
died under Caligula; whereas 
the disciple of Antiochus, who 
was with him about 84 B.C. 
(vide sup. 76, 4), scarcely sur- 
vived the beginning of the 
reign of Augustus, or at any 
rate cannot long have survived 
it. The Aristo of Cos mentioned 
by Strabo, xiv. 2, 19, p. 658, 
must not be taken for our 
Aristo (as Zumpt supposes, 
Ah. d. Berl. Akad. 1842; Hist. 
Phil. Al. 68), for the former is 
described as the disciple and 
heir of the well-known Peripa- 
tetic, Aristo of Julis (Phil. d. 
Gr. 11.31. 925). 

! Staseas of Naples, the in- 
structor of Piso, who resided 
with him (Cic. De Orat. i. 22, 
104 : Fun. v. 3, B, 26, 75 ; vide 

sup. p. 100, 1, end) is also called 
by Cicero, nobilis Peripateticus; 
but is censured by him for 
ascribing too much importance 
to external fortunes and corpo- 
real conditions (Fin. v. 25, 75). 
An unimportant theory of his 
is quoted in Censorinus, Di. 
Wat. 14, 5,10. As Piso. heard 
him lecture about 92 BC; (l.c. 
De Orat.) he must have been 
at least as old as Andronicus. 

? This philosopher, born in 
Pergamus, was likewise origi- 
nally a disciple of Antiochus. 

In the years 50-46 B.C. we 
meet with him in Mytilene 
(Cic. De Univ. 1; Brut. 71. 250 ; 
Plut. Pomp. 75). Soon after 
this he must have settled in 
Athens, where Cicero got for 
him the Roman citizenship 
from Cæsar, but at the same 
time induced the Areopagus 
to request him to remain 
in Athens (Plut. Cic. 24). Here 
about this time Cicero's son 
heard him (Cic. Off. i. l, 1; 
im 2,505 qd Fame al, LOREAN 
21) and Brutus visited him 
(Plut. Brut. 21). That he was 
the head of the school is not 
expressly stated, but is very 
probable. Cicero, who was a 
great friend of his, speaks with 
the highest appreciation of his 
scientific importance (Brut. 71, 

2005 Qf. 1. Ole sano 263 
Ditin. 1.3, 5; De Univ. 1), but 
this praise is scarcely altogether 
impartial. As to his views, 
nothing has been transmitted 
to us except what we are told 
by Cicero, Divin. 1. 3, 5; 32, 70 
sq. (cf. Tertullian, De An. 46): 
that he admitted prophecy in 
dreams, and ecstasy (furor), and 
that he based this theory upon 
the Peripatetic doctrine of the 
divine origin of spirit, and upon 
the numerous cases of fulfilled 
prophecies. The anthropology 
presupposed by him in this is 
the Aristotelian: animos homi- 
num quadam ex parte eztrin- 
secus ( = Ovpadey, from the divine 
spirit) esse fractos ct haustos 
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Nicolaus of Damascus,' and others, our information 

is too scanty, and too unimportant to detain us with 

. cam partem, que sensum, 
que motum, que adpetitum ha- 
beat, non esse ab actione corporis 
sejugatam ; the sequel, however, 
-sounds rather more Platonic: 
que autem pars animi rationis 
atque intelligentie sit particeps, 
eam twm maxime vigere, cum 
plurimum absit a corpore. 

1 Nicolaus(concerning whom 
vide Müller, Hist. Ga. iii. 343 

_sqq.), born in Damascus about 
64 B.C. (therefore called 6 
Aauackyyds, Athen. iv. 153 f. e£ 
pass.; Strabo, xv. 1, 72, p. 719), 
and carefully brought up by his 
father Antipater, a prosperous 
„and respectable man, lived many 
_years at the court of the Jewish 
King Herod, was one of his 
confidants and came in his 
company and, some years later, 
(8 B.c.) for the second time, 
on his affairs, to Rome, where 
he gained the favour of Augus- 
tus. After the death of Herod 
the Great he accompanied his 
son Archelaus thither,and from 
this journey he never seems to 
have returned, but to have 
passed the latter part of his life 
in Rome (vide the references in 
Suidas, Avriwarpos and Nuxda. ; 
Nicol. Fragm. 3-6, taken from 
the Hacerpta de Virtutibus; 
Joseph. Antiquit. xii. 3,2; xvi. 2, 
3; 9,4; 10,8; xvii. 5,45; 9,6; 11, 

.8, who also, like Suidas, follows 
Nicolaus own statements in 
Müller) The theory that he 
was a Jew, shared also by 
Renan, Vie de Jésus, p. 33, is 
at once refuted by what we 
read (ap Suid. 'Avrím.) respect- 
ing an offering to Zeus, and 

concerning the gods. He is 
called in Athen. vi. 252 f.; 
266, e; x. 415, e; xii. 543, a; 
iv. 153 f., an adherent of the 
Peripatetic doctrine (IleperaT7- 
Tik0s) to which he had early 
allied himself (Suid. NikóA.) 
and to which he devoted a 
portion of his writings. Simpl. 
(De Calo, Schol. in Ar. 493, a, 
23) mentions his treatise wept 
'ApigroTéAovs quAocoQías (out 
of which may perhaps be taken 
the quotation from his 6€wpía 
Tov ApiororéAous uerà TA PuTiKa 
in the inscription to Theo- 
phrastus’ metaphysical frag- 
ment, p. 323, Brand.). A second 
work, wept roô Ilavrós, which 
treated wept mávrev Twv Èv TÓ 
Kkécum kar (not kal) eíóm; Id. 
l. c. 469, a, 6; a third, epi 
Gey, from which statements 
concerning Xenophanes and 
Diogenes of Apollonia are re- 
ported, is mentioned by Simpl. 
(Phys. 6, a, b; 32, a, b; an 
ethical work mepl trav èv Tots 
mpaxtixois Kad@y (=mepl rev 
KaOnkdvTwY), a TOAVTTLXOS Tpay- 
parela, as mentioned by Simpl. 
in Epict. Enchir. 194, c.; here 
he may perhaps have said of 
Epicurus, what Diogenes asserts 
(Diog. x. 4). In none of these 
passages, however, is any phi- 
losophical proposition quoted 
from him; and Nicolaus was 
doubtless far more of a scholar 
than a philosopher. Suidas 
calls him Tepimarnrixds À Ma- 
Tevikós, which might point to 
his combination of the views of 
Plato and Aristotle, if any de- 
pendence could be placed upon 
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them.! But Xenarchus ? and his treatise against the 
Aristotelian theories respecting the ether may here be 

the passage. As an historian he 
is censured by Josephus (.^- 
tiquit. xvi. 7, 1) on account of 
his partiality for Herod ; and 
his life of Augustus was no 
doubt only a panegyric. For 
the rest vide, concerning his 
historical works, Müller; cf. 

Dindorf. Jahrbücher für Class. 
Pol VOL, eres T1;:29,.. LOT 
sqq. Meyer’s supposition that 
he wrote the treatise mepl puray, 
is discussed Phil. d. Gr. IL 
ii. 98, note. 

! Among them the owner of 
Theophrastus’ library, Apel- 
lico, of Teos (Phil. d. Gr. II. 
ii. 139); but though this man 
occasionally occupied himself 
with the Peripatetic philosophy 
(Athen. v. 214, d), and com- 
posed a treatise on Hermias 
and Aristotle (Aristocl. ap. Eus. 
Pro En xv. 2, 9) trabo (D. 
609), no doubt rightly, calls 
him @tAdBiBros uov À $iAÓ- 
copos. As little does Athenio 
or Aristio (cf. Phil. d: Gr. III. 
i. 934, 3) deserve a place 
among the philosphers, even 
supposing he really taught the 
Peripatetie philosophv. Some- 
what later we have Alex- 
ander,theteacherand friend of 
M. Crassus, the Triumvir (Plut, 
Crass. 3); Athenzus, of Se- 
leucia in Cilicia, in the time of 
Cæsar (Strabo, xiv. 5, 4, p. 670) ; 
Demetrius, the friend of 
Cato, who was with him in his 

last days (Plut. Cato Min. 65, 
6787.); Diodotus,the brother 
of Boéthus of Sidon (Strabo, 
yl. 2,24. p. 7507). “Vo: the 
Peripatetic school belong also, 
no doubt, Athenodorus, the 

Rhodian, named by Quintillian,. 
Inst. ii. 17, 15, with Critolaus as 
the enemy of rhetoric (cf. Phil. 
d. Gr. II. ii. 930, 2); and Der: 
haps the author of the Meptraror 
quoted in Diog. iii. 3; v. 36; 
vi. 81; ix. 42. When he lived 
we do not know, but he seems 
to be laterthan Critolaus, whom 
Quintillian places before him. 
In Rome, according to Cicero, 
there must already have been, 
about the beginning of the first 
century, persons acquainted 
with the Aristotelian philo- 
sophy and writings, if M. An- 
tonius and. Q. Lutatius 
Catulus really spoke as he 
(Orat. ii. 36, 152 sq4.) repre- 
sents. We have no warrant, 
however, for supposing that 
this representation is histori- 
cally true; indeed, Cicero him- 
self implies clearly enough 
both here and in c. 14, 59, that 
Antonius was not acquainted, 
so far as he knew, with Greek 
literature; and though it may 
certainly have been otherwise 
with Catulus, we are hardly 
justified in ascribing to him an 
accurate knowledge of that 
literature, and particularly of 
the l'eripatetic philosophy. The 
only Roman adherent of this 
philosophy of whom we hear 
in the first century b.c. is that 
Pisoof whom we have spoken, 
supra, p. 100, 1, end; but, as 
is there shown, he also attended 
the instruction of Antiochus, 
whose eclectic principles Cicero 
puts into his mouth. 

? Xenarchus, of Seleucia, in 
Cilicia, passed the greater part 
of his life as a teacher in Alex- 



TREATISE ON THE COSMOS. 

mentioned ;! for this polemic against so integral a por- 

tion of the Aristotelian physics affords a further proof 

that the Peripatetic school was not so absolutely united 

by the doctrine of its founder as to preclude many 

departures from that doctrine among its members. 

But there is still stronger evidence of this fact 

in a treatise which perhaps dates from the first cen- 

tury before Christ, and has been transmitted to us 

as the work of Aristotle—the book of the Cosmos.* 

‘The authenticity of this work was already questioned 

in antiquity? and denied by Melanchthon;* in 

andria, Athens, and Rome. It 
was in the first of these cities 
that Strabo probably heard 
him. Befriended by Arius, and 
patronised by Augustus, he 
died in Rome at a great age 
(cf. Strabo, xiv. 5, 4, p. 670). 

! Vide concerning this trea- 
tise and the objections de- 
veloped in it against the Aris- 
totelian doctrine: Damasc. De 
Calo, Schol. in Arist. 456, a, 6; 
460, b, 15; Simpl. De Coelo, 
Schol. 470, b, 20; 472, a, 22; 
472, b, 88 sqq.; 473,a, 9; 43, b, 
24; (9, a, 11; 11, b, 41; 13, b, 
6; 36 ; 14, a, 19; 21, b, 32 sqq. ; 
25, b, 4; 27, b, 20-34, a, 18 K); 
Julian. Orat. v. 162, A, sq. Sim- 
plicius calls it: af pis Thv 
méumTnv ovotay a&mopla, Ta mpds 
Thy m. ovo. hmropnueva Or ye- 
ypaupeva, In the same treatise 
were perhaps to be found the 
observations against Chrysip- 
pus’ doctrine of empty space, 
ap. Simpl. 7. c. 129, a, 18 K. 
His opinion concerning the 
mp@tov oikeiov (supra, 120, 2), 

. and his (Aristotelian) definition 
of the soul (Stob. Hel. i. 798) 
are also quoted elsewhere. 

2 Weisse, Aristoteles von der 
Seele und von der Welt, 1829, 
p. 373 sqq.; Stahr, Aristoteles 
bei den Römern, 1834, p. 163 
sqq.; Osann, Beiträge zu Griech. 
und Rim. Literaturgesch. i. 143 
$qq.: Petersen in the review of 
this treatise, Jahrb. f. wissensch. 
Krit. 1836, 1, 550, sqq. ; Ideler, 
Aristot. Meteorol. ii. 286 sq.; 
F. Gieseler, 4b. d. Verf.d. Buchs 
v. d. W. Ztschr. f. Alterthumsn. 
1838, Nr. 146 sg.; Spengel, De 
Arist. Libro X. Hist. Anim. 
Heidelb. 1842, p. 9 sgg.; Hil- 
debrand, Apulej. Opera, i. 44 
sqq.; Rose, De Arist. Libr. 
Ordine et Auct. p. 36, 90 sqq. ; 
Adam, De Auctore Libri Pseudo- 
Aristotelici m. K. Berl. 1861; 
Barthélemy Saint-Hilaire, Mé- 
téorologie d'Aristote, Par. 1863. 
p. 88 sqq.; Goldbacher, Ztschr. 
f. Oesterreich. Gymn. xxiv. 
(1873), 670 sq.; Z. Kritik von 
Apulejus De Mundo, &c. 

3 Procl, in Tim. 322, E : 'Apic- 
TOTÉANS, elmep éxeivov TÒ mepl 
kóguov BiBALov. 

1 Physica, Opp. ed. Bretschn. 
xiii. 213 sq. 
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modern times it has found some advocates,! but is 

nevertheless quite untenable. As little, however, 

can the treatise be ascribed to any other school than 

the Peripatetic, or regarded, not as a writing foisted 

upon Aristotle, but as the work of a younger philo- 

sopher, which did not itself claim to be Aristotelian 

—or even the elaboration of such a work. In 

modern times its authorship has been assigned 

sometimes to Chrysippus,” sometimes to Posidonius,’ 

sometimes to Apuleius,! but against each of these 
conjectures there are most important objections. In 

regard to Chrysippus it is highly improbable that 

he should have sent forth a work under a borrowed 

name, and quite inconceivable that he should have 

adopted for the purpose that of Aristotle ; but that the 

work claims Aristotle’s name for itself is incontestable,’ 

! Its authenticity has been 
finally maintained most confi- 
dently by Weisse. I am the 
more willing to spare myself a 
detailed exposure of the weak- 
nesses of this attempt, as that 
has already been fully accom- 
plished by Osann, Stahr, and 
Adam (p. 14 sqq. &c.), and as 
the decisive points in the matter 
will be brought forward in the 
following pages. 

? Osann, J. c., seeks to es- 
tablish this theory at length. 

* [deler, 7. c., following Aldo- 
brandinus, Huetius, and Hein- 
sius. 

* Stahr, Z. c., and, in another 
way, Adam. Barthélemy Saint- 
Hilaire follows the former, 

without naming him. 
* Osann, indeed, declares 

himself, p. 191, very decidedly 

against the supposition that the 
work was designedly foisted 
upon Aristotle. Both in manner 
of exposition, he says, and in 
substance, its unlikeness to 

Aristotle is so unmistakably evi- 
dent, that only a person entirely 
unacquainted with Aristotle, or 
a fool, could have indulged the 
fancy that it could possibly be 
regarded as the work of that 
philosopher. But this, the only 
argument that he adduces, tries 
to prove too much. How many 
are the forged writings in 
which we, at the first glance, 
can detect the forgery? From 
this it does not follow that 
they are not forgeries, but that 
they are not clumsy forgeries. 
Inthe present case, however, the 
forgery was not clumsy enough 
to prevent numerous persons 



ITS ORIGIN. 

and when Osann would separate its dedication to 

Alexander! from the rest of the work, this is an 

arbitrary proceeding which is wholly unjustifiable.’ 

Moreover, the exposition of Chrysippus, according 

to the unanimous testimony of antiquity and the 

specimens in our possession, is distinguished as 

much by its learned prolixity, as by its dialectic 

pedantry and contempt of all rhetorical adornment ; * 

whereas the treatise wep! Koopov exhibits through- 

out the most opposite qualities, so that even on this 

ground it is quite impossible to attribute it to Chry- 

sippus. No less, however, is such a theory excluded 

by its contents. That it has adopted many Stoic 

doctrines and definitions, and expresses some of 

these in the formule which, after Chrysippus, had 

been transplanted into the Stoie school, is indeed 

undeniable ; nevertheless, as will immediately be 

shown, this work so entirely contradicts the most 

important distinetive doctrines of the Stoie school 

and even philosophers and 
criticsof our own time—Weisse, 
for example—from being de- 
ceived. And would a work 
that was evidently not written 
by Aristotle pass more easily 
for his if it were anonymous 
than if it went forth under his 
name ? 

1 Naturally Alexander the 
Great ; for that this Alexander 
was another man of the name 
of whom nothing further is 
known, no reader of Osann’s 
book (p. 246) will easily believe. 

2 Osann (p. 246 sy.) has no 
further proof to give than that 
the dedication is incompatible 

with his theory of the author 
of the book. Apart from this 
there is no trace either in 
external evidence or the in- 
ternal character of the passage 
that it was originally absent. 
Even in C. 6, 398, b, 10, the 
language is such that the Per- 
sian empire must be supposed 
to be still existing, and if the 
writer, in his necessarily nu- 
merous references to older 
philosophers, has carefully 
avoided every definite allusion 
to what is post-Aristotelian, 
we see from this that he wishes 
his work to pass as Aristotelian. 

3 Cf. p. 42. 
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as compared with the Peripatetic, that it might be 

ascribed to any author rather than to Chrysippus. 

Lastly, though we will not here anticipate the more 

particular demonstration of the date of this book, it 

is sufficient for the refutation of Osann’s hypothesis, 

to observe that Chrysippus’s work on the Cosmos 

consisted of at least two books, and that quotations 

are made from it which are nowhere to be found in 
the writing we are considering.’ The same argu- 

ments hold good in great measure against those 
who conjecture Posidonius to have been the author 

of the pseudo-Aristotelian treatise. Its ornate 
language, however, can with far more probability 

be attributed to him than to Chrysippus ; and there 

are many particular details which approximate much 
more to the time of Posidonius than to that of 

Chrysippus: indeed, we shall find that the author 

probably in a considerable part of his work made 

direct use of this philosopher. But that Posidonius 
should have forged a work of Aristotle is as wholly 

unlikely as that Chrysippus should have done so; and 
though we can certainly remark in him concerning 
special points, a leaning to the Academic and Peri- 

patetic philosophy, this never makes him untrue (like 

the author of mepi Koopov) to the fundamental doc- 

trines of his school—so as to deny the substantial 

presence of God in the world, the destruction and 

conflagration of the world, or to distinguish ether 

' Stob. Ecl. i. 180; Alex. Against Osann, cf. Petersen, p. 
Aphr. Anal. Pr. 58, b (supra, 554 sqq.: Giescler, Spengel, 
Pint, 3. Gr. TM, i. 198; D- Adams. 6 
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and all elementary bodies whatever. As to Apu- 

leius this objection, it is true, would not hold good: 
in his treatise on the Cosmos he has entirely appro- 

priated the contents of the so-called Aristotelian 

treatise. But how are we justified in regarding him 

not merely as the translator or reviser, but also as the 

author of the latter? If the work is not mentioned 

before Apuleius,” in the remains of ancient literature 

which we possess, it does not follow from this that it 

did not exist: and though Apuleius, in the introduc- 

tion to his Latin recension, speaks as if it were not a 

mere translation, but an independent work on the 

foundations of Aristotle and Theophrastus,’ there is 

no proof whatever that he was sufficiently scrupulous 

about literary right of property, and sufficiently free 

from boastfulness, not to found a claim of original 

authorship on the minor alterations and additions by 

which his work is distinguished? from Aristotle's.^ 

! For these reasons the hypo- 
thesis of Posidonius is opposed 
by Bake, Posidon. Rel. 237 sq.; 
Spengel, p. 17; Adam, p. 32. 

2 The quotation in Justin, 
Cohort. ad Gv. c. 5, cannot be 
placed earlier than Apuleius, 
since the authenticity of this 
treatise, as has lately been 
shown by Adam (p. 3 $44.) in 
opposition to Semisch, has de- 
cisive reasons against it. 

3 At the end of the dedication 
to Faustinus, which is distin- 
guished from .that of the 
pseudo-Aristotle to Alexander 
only by unimportant alterations 
and omissions: Quare [nos 
Aristotelem prudentissimum et 
doctissimum. philosophorum] et 

Theophrastwm auctorem. secuti, 
quantum possumus cogitatione 
contingere, dicemus de omni hac 
celesti ratione, &c. Thewordsin 
parenthesis are wanting in the 
best MSS.; but are* neverthe- 
less to be considered genuine. 
Cf. Goldbacher, J. c. p. 690. 

* Concerning these, vide Hil- 
debrand, Apul. Opp. I. xlviii. sq. 

5 The ancients, as is well 
known, had much less strict 
ideas than we have on this 
subject; and many others be- 
sides Apuleius behave in such 
matters with a surprising laxity. 
Eudemus, e.g., seems nowhere 
to have said that his work 
on ‘Physics’ was only a new 
edition of Aristotle's nor does 
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Closer investigation leaves no doubt that his Latin 

work on the Cosmos is not (as Stahr and Barthélemy 

Saint-Hilaire assert) the model, but only a revision 

of the Greek work which is to be found in our col- 
lection of Aristotelian writings; for the latter has 

throughout the conciser, sharper, more original form 

of expression, while the former has the character of a 

paraphrased translation: the flowery language of 
the one too often in the other becomes bombast, 

which is sometimes hardly comprehensible without 
a comparison with the Greek text ; and while there 

is nothing in the Latin which cannot be regarded as a 

paraphrase or translation of the Greek, the Greek, 

on the contrary, has passages which could not possibly 

bave arisen from the Latin, but must evidently 

have been before the eyes of the Latin writer.’ But 

to admit this, and to make Apuleius the author of 

the Greek book which he then himself translated 
into Latin,? is equally impossible. For in the first 

place we thus abandon the only ground on which 

the hypothesis of his authorship could even plausibly 
be maintained—viz., the credibility of his own 

he say so of his Ethics. He named the sources of a treatise 
speaks, even where he adheres 
quite closely to Aristotle, as an 
independent author in his own 
name; and so does the writer 
of the Magna Moralia. Cicero, 
too, notoriously translated, or, 
at any rate, transcribed exten- 
sive portions in his writings 
from the Greeks, without men- 
tioning the sources from which 
they came. And would Apu- 
leius, in his Aristoteles et Theo- 
phrastus auctor, have really 

which has taken so much from 
Stoic authors and Stoic doc- 
trine ? 

1 Some of the most striking 
are these: mepl Kéououv 392, a, 
be 325,0, T: 398,023; 400,0. 
6; b, 23; compared with the 
corresponding Apul. De Mundo, 
Gy ily, 12,2 33,00. po 201 ETE 
362, 368 Oud. For the rest I 

must refer to Adam, p. 38 sqq. ; 
Goldbacher, 671 sq. 

2 Adam, J. C., 41 sqq. 
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assertions; we regard it as impossible that he 

should have represented his writing as an indepen- 

dent work if it were merely the revision of the 

work of another, but we unhesitatingly charge him 

with having foisted his own work in its Greek 
original upon Aristotle.’ In order to clear him 

from the imputation of boasting we attribute to him 

a forgery.? But in the second place this theory 
would lead us to the improbable conclusion that 
Apuleius, the Latin rhetorician, had expressed him- 

self far better, more simply and to the point, in 

the Greek language than in his own; and that, in 

spite of his being himself the author, he had not 
unfrequently in the Latin version confused and 

obscured, nay, completely misunderstood that which 

in the Greek is perfectly clear. Finally, passing 

over other difficulties, from the evidence furnished 

by his other writings of his philosophical capacity, 

we can scarcely ascribe to Apuleius so important a 

1 That the author of the 
Greek treatise asserts it to be 
Aristotelian has been already 
shown, p. 127, 2. Apuleius also 
designates it as such in the 
passage quoted supra, p. 129, 3, 
from the Procemium, and c. 6, 
p. 300 Oud., where he says, in 
reference to rept Kocuov, 3, 393, 
a, 27: [Mare] Africum, quod 
quidem Aristoteles Sardiniense 
maluit dicere. 

? Nor would his forgery have 
answered his purpose; for if he 
declared the Greek version of 
his book to be the work of 
Aristotle, and the Latin to 
be his own, these statements 

would be nullified by each 
other. 

* A number of the most 
striking proofs, not only of the 
dependence of Apuleius on one 
Greek text, büt also of the 
misunderstandings which beset 
him in the reproduction of it, 
some of which arise from false 
readings, are given by Gold- 
bacher, p. 679 sqq. The same 
writer shows, p. 674 sq., how 
untrue is the statement of 
Adam, that Apuleius, according 
to his own assertion, was in the 
habit of composing the same 
treatise in Latin and Greek. 
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work as the treatise on the Cosmos undoubtedly is; 

and we must necessarily have expected to find in this 

writing, if it had emanated from him, much more 

distinct traces of those Platonising metaphysies and 

theology, and especially of that demonology, which 

we shall presently discover in Apuleius. This third 

attempt, therefore, to find a definite author for the 

book must also be considered unsuccessful, and the 

question for us can only be, not by whom it was 

composed, but to what period and school its author 
belonged. 

That this author reckoned himself among the 

Peripateties seems probable from the name of 

Aristotle, which the work bears; for by that name 

it claims to be considered one of the genuine 

records of the doctrines of the school. The same 

is confirmed, however, by its contents. Though 

the conception of the world which it advances is far 

enough from the truly Aristotelian conception, and 

though it is full of foreign constituents, yet its 
fundamental features are taken from the Aristotelian 

doctrine, and it approximates at least as closely to 

it as the philosophy of Antiochus, for example, 

approximates to the Platonic philosophy. The 

metaphysical foundations of the Aristotelian system, 

the author leaves, indeed, in the spirit of his time, 

unnoticed, but in his presentation of the universe 
and its relation to God, he chiefly allies himself 
with Aristotle. He does so when he asserts the 
distance of our world from the higher world, its 
changefulness and imperfection in contrast with 
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the purity and invariability of the heavenly spheres,! 

and when he makes the perfection of Being gradu- 

ally diminish with the distance from the' supreme 

heaven ;? and when he expressly maintains the dis- 

tinction between. the æther, of which the heavenly 

bodies consist, and the four elements, in unmistak- 

able contradiction to the Stoic doctrines? Further, 

while the divine essence, according to the Stoic 

doctrine, permeates the whole world even to the 
smallest and ugliest things, our author finds this 

presentation of the Divine Majesty altogether un- 

worthy; he declares himself, on the contrary, most. 

decidedly for the Aristotelian theory that God, re- 

moved from all contact with the earthly, has His 

abode at the extreme limits of the universe, and from 

hence, without moving Himself, and simply through 

His influence, effects the movement of the whole, 

! C. 6, 397, b, 30 sq. ; 400, a, 
5, sq. 21 sqq. 

2 C. 6, 397, b, 27 sqq. 
3 C.2,392,a, 5,29 $9.5; c. 3,992, 

b, 35; cf. Phil. d. Gr. IL. ii. 434, sq. 
How closely this work adheres 
to Aristotle’s expositions has 
been already observed, J. c. p. 
437, 6. That it should speak 
(392, b, 35 a, 8) of five cro:xeia, 
ether, fire, &c., is unimportant. 
Aristotle himself had called the 
sether mp@rov eoixetov (cf. Phil. 
d. Gv. 11.11. 437, 7), and if he de- 
scribed it as érepov eua kal 0eió- 
TEpoy TOY kaAovuévev cTOwXelmov 
(Gen. An.ii. 3,736, 5, 29) thetrea- 
tise means the same in 392, a, 8, 
as c'TOLX€(0v érepov TAY rerTápov, 
àkhparóv re kal 0eiov. Osann, p 
168,203 sq., moreover allows that 

the theory of the treatise mep} 
Kócuov concerning the ether 
is Aristotelian ; it is, therefore, 
all the more astonishing that he 
can believe Chrysippus to have 
also advanced the same theory ; 
for our treatise declares itself 
expressly against the Stoic iden- 
tification of ether with fire 
(l. c. IIL. i. 185, 2, 3) ; and, as we 
see from Cic. (Acad. i. 11, 39), 
this was one of the most 
notorious points of contest 
between Stoics and  Peripa- 
tetics. The question is not 
unimportant, for on the discri- 
mination of the æther from the 
four elements Aristotle bases 
the antithesis of the world 
below and the world above. 
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however manifold the forms it may assume in the 
world. Still less, of course, can he admit the 

identification of God and the world: a Stoic defini- 

tion which expresses this he only adopts after 

having altered its pantheistic language.? Finally, 

the author shows himself to be a Peripatetie by 

expressly defending ? the eternity and unchangeable- 
ness of the world (also a distinctive doctrine of 
this school) against Stoicism. Though it is clear 

from all this that the work cannot have been 

written by a Stoic or by any leader of the Stoic 
school, such as Posidonius or Chrysippus, yet in 

it the endeavour is very 

! This occupies the whole of 
the sixth chapter. Here again 
the polemic against Stoicism is 
unmistakable (cf. p. 397 b, 16 
sqq. ; 398, a, 1 sq. b, 4-22 ; 400, 
b, 6 sq.) and the theory (Osann, 
207) that the divergence from 
it is only a concession to the 
popular religion is quite in- 
admissible; the popular re- 
ligion is not at all in question 
here, but the Aristotelian theo- 
logy; if Chrysippus, however, 
wished to support the popular 
religion, he was quite able to 
do this,as we have seen, without 
contradicting the fundamental 
principles of his system. We 
may quote as a special indica- 
tion of the Peripatetic origin 
of our treatise that the passage 
398, b, 16 sqq. seems to have 
reference to De Motu Anim. 7, 

701, 4, 1 sqq. 

? The treatise Tepl Kéopou, 
begins, after the introduction, 

c. l, with definitions of the 

pereeptible to unite the 

kóguos, in which it shows re- 
semblance not only to the Stoics 
in general, but more particu- 
larly to that exposition of their 
doctrines from which Stob. el. 
i. 444 (Phil.d. Gr. 1II.1.147,1)has 
given us extracts. The altera- 
tions which are found necessary 
in the treatise are all the more 
worthy of note: Kósuov 8, we 
read in Stob., elvai pnow ó Xpv- 
gimtos avaTnua èë obpavoU kal 
yis kal r&v èv rovrois púrewv, 1) 
Tb èk Oev kal àv0pómev oúoTnua 
Kal èk TÕv €veka ToUTwY "ye'yovó- 
Twv.  Aéyerai 5° érépos kóo uos ó 
Oeds, kað’ dy 7) Quukóc mans yivera 
Kal reAewovTa. Our treatise 
takes the first of these defini- 
tions literally, and passes over 
the second; for the third it 
substitutes these words: Aéyerat 
Dè kal Erépws kdouos 7 TÀV bAwY 
Takis Te kal Siakdounots, omo Oedv 
T€ kal bia Bev pudatrouern. 

3 C. 4, end; c. 5, beginning ; 
LC, 997, d, 14-99: 05.5: 



AFFINITY WITH STOICISM. 

Stoic doctrine with the Aristotelian, and partially 

to admit even those determinations to which an 
unqualified recognition is denied. With the Stoic 

writings which the author has employed, and even 

transcribed, he has also appiopriated Stoic doc- 

trines to a considerable extent; and this may be 

said not merely of the cosmological, astronomical, 

and meteorological details which Osann brings for- 

ward, but also of definitions deeply affecting the 

whole system. Quite at the beginning of the 

cosmological exposition? we encounter a Chrysippean 

definition of the Koowos. Further on it is de- 

monstrated, in the spirit and after the precedent of 

the Stoic system, that it is precisely the contrast 

between the elements and parts of the world, on 

which depends the unity and subsistence of the 

whole:‘ this unity itself is called, in Stoic language, 

sympathy :° and that his harmony with the Stoics 

shall not escape us, the author does not hesitate to 

quote, expressly as a witness in his own behalf? 

the great authority of this school, Heracleitus. In 

his theory of the elements, he allies himself with 

the Stoies, though he diverges from Aristotle in 

making cold the fundamental quality of air.” He 

adopts the Stoic doctrine of the vrvsüua, with which 

! This will be proved later T C. 2, 392, 5, 5: 6 ahp... 
on. (opddns dv kal mayerains thy 

2 Page 208 sqq. $ócw. Likewise, asis shown p. 
3 ©. 2, beginning; vide sup. 183, 2,the Stoics, against whom 

p. 134, 2. Aristotle (cf. Phil. d. Gr. IL. ii. 
vO.. b. 444) maintains cold to be the 
5 C.4, end, ai ray va0àv óuoió- fundamental determination of 

-TNTES. water, and moisture that of 
6 C. 5, 396, 0,13; cf. c. 6, end. air. 

CHAP. 
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there are points of contact even in the Peripatetic 
But his approach to Stoicism is most 

striking in regard to theology. While repudiating 

the Stoic Pantheism as such, the diffusion of the 

divine substance through the world, the author quite 

approves of its propositions as soon as they are 

applied, not to the divine essence, but the divine 

force ;? and he accordingly teaches that the active 

influence emanating from the Deity only extends, 
indeed, primarily to the outermost sphere of the 

universe, but spreads from this to the inner spheres, 

and so is transmitted through the whole. God is, 

therefore, the law of the whole ; * from Him proceeds 

the order of the world by means of which it is 

classified into the various species of existences, 

through their individual seminification ;> and be- 

cause of this, his all-governing influence, God 

bears the manifold names, the enumeration and 

explanation of which in the treatise wept Kécpou 

are stamped with the most genuine Stoicism. The 

name, the predicates, and the origin of Zeus are 

here explained quite in the Stoic sense; advdyxn, 

! C. 4, 394, 5b, 9: Aéyerai ðe O 6,398, 5, 6 302.20 800; 
Kal érépws TveUua ý TE èv puros 
kal (wos kal 61% máüvrev Sinkovoa 
€Éuyvxós re kal yóviuos ovoía. Cf. 
the quotations, Phil. d. Gr. ITI. i. 
D.198,15 EOE 1; 291; 5 

? C. 6, 397, b, 16: 8d kal ray 
Tahai@v eimeiv Tivés mponxOnoay 
Ór. Tüvra TavTa rT. Dewy mAéa 
Tà kal bv dpOaruav ivdadAdueva 
"iv kal 60 axons kal mdons aic- 
Ojgews, TH uèv Bela Buvduei mpé- 
Tovra KataBadAduevor Adyov ov 
My Ti ye ovoia. 

cf. 396, b, 24 sq. 
* C. 6, 400, b, 8: vóuos yàp 

huty icoxAwhs ó 0eós,. The con- 
ception of vóuos for the order 
of the universe is, as is well 
known, pre-eminently Stoic. 
Ci. Phil. d. Gr. ME. 3. p. 140, 
222 sq. 303 sq. 

220. 0, 400, 5-915 39 ths 
exposition likewise reminds us 
of the Stoics, in the doctrine 
of the Aóvyo: omepuarikol. 



THEOLOGY. 

sipappëvn, mwempwpuevn, Nemesis, Adrasteia, the 

Moire, are referred to him by means of Stoic etym- 
ologies; and for the confirmation of philosophic 

doctrines, the sayings of the poets are interspersed, 
after the manner of Chrysippus. It is clear that 

the author wishes indeed to maintain the Peripatetic 

doctrine, but also to combine with it as much 

Stoicism as was possible without absolute incon- 

sistency.? That Plato likewise agrees with his 

proposition is indicated at the close of the work, 

by the approving citation of a passage from the 
‘Laws’ (IV., 715, E.), and we are again reminded 
of Plato, when God is extolled not merely as the 

Almighty and Eternal, but also as the prototype 

of beauty. But this, like all eclecticism, was 

naturally only possible by the relaxation of the 

strictly philosophic interest and philosophic de- 

finiteness; and thus we see in the writing rept 
Koécpov, side by side with the cheap erudition dis- 

played especially in Chapters II. to IV., the popular 
theological element decidedly preponderating over 

the purely philosophical element. In the discus- 

sions on the transcendental character of the divine 

essence this religiosity even assumes a mystic 

tinge when the dignity of God and His exalta- 

trines of the school to which 
he belonged and desired to 
belong. 

! C. 7; cf. Osann. p. 219 sqq. 
? That he, therefore, ceased 

to be a Peripatetic and conse- 
quently ‘ Zellerus ipse suam 
sententiam, egregie refellere 

3 C. 6, 399, b, 19 : radra xph 
kal Tepl Oeod Diavoeig0at Suvduer 

videtur! (Adam. p. 34) is a sin- 
gular assertion. As if no 
philosopher had ever mingled 
foreign elements with the doc- 

uèv Üvros ioxXxvporárov, kdAAei 
dt ebmpemeaTáTov, (wi 06 havd- 
TOv, üperfj 0€ kparíaov, &c. 
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tion above all contact with the world is made the 

chief argument against the immanence of the 

divine essence in the universe. We see here how 

eclecticism accomplished the transition from pure 

philosophy to the religious speculation of the neo- 

Platonists and their predecessors. The road of 

strict enquiry being abandoned, and those results of 

speculation alone maintained which commended 
themselves to the universal consciousness as true 

and expedient, metaphysies must necessarily be 
replaced by theology, in which the majority of man- 

kind satisfy their theoretical wants; and if, at the 

sametime this theology were based on the Aristotelian 

doctrine of the transcendency of God, and the Stoic 

idea of his omnipresent influence on the world, 
there resulted at once a theory of the universe in 

which the Peripatetie dualism and the substantial 

Pantheism of the Stoic school were reconciled in a 

system of dynamic Pantheism.! 

To what period the attempt at such a reconcilia- 

tion contained in the book we have been consider- 

ing, may be assigned, is not certain, but it may be 

approximately determined. The revision of the 

treatise by Apuleius shows that it was in circulation 
as an Aristotelian work about the middle of the 

second century after Christ. The only question is, 

! The view above developed, 
of the character of the treatise 
mepl Kócuov, has also in the 
main been advanced by Peter- 
sen (1. e. p. 557 sqq.) As it 
had already been the result of 
my own investigation, in the 

first preparation of this work, 
independently of Petersen, to 
whose book my attention was 
first drawn by Adam, this will 
be in favour of its correct- 
ness. 



EVIDENCE AS TO DATE. 

therefore, how long before this date it was com- 

posed? That we cannot place it earlier than the first _ 

century before Christ, is probable from the evidence 

of external testimony. If the first trace of its exis- 

tence is met with in Apuleius; if a Cicero and an 

Antiochus—to whom, by its intermediate position be- 

tween the Peripatetic and Stoic doctrine, its distinct 

arrangement, general comprehensibility, and rhetori- 

cal language, it would so greatly have commended 

itself—never betray by any indication that it was 

known to them, we can scarcely suppose that it was 

written earlier than the beginning of the first cen- 

tury before Christ. But its whole character would 

lead us still more definitely to assign it to this cen- 

tury or the century immediately following. For 

before the attempt could have been made to put 

into the mouth of the founder of the Peripatetic 

school, such important concessions to the Stoics, 

the individuality of both schools must already, in 

great measure, have disappeared, and the knowledge 

of them become obscured ; in a word, philosophie 

eclecticism must have attained a development, 

which, according to all other traces, it did not attain 

before the time of Antiochus, the Academician. 

When, therefore, Rose! would place the date of 

this work before the middle of the third century 

before Christ, the proof for this assertion must be 

very strong to counterbalance, the opposite pro- 

bability. But this is so little the case? that we are 

1 De Arist. libr. Ord. et Auct. ? Rose’s arguments are the 
36, 97 $94. following: (1) The passage 
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rather constrained by decisive facts to suppose that 

the work mept Kóco ov must be later than Posidonius 
? 

one or more of whose writings the author employs, 

wept Kóruov c. 6, 399, b, 33 to 
100, a, 3, was already tran- 
scribed in the pseudo-Aristo- 
telian treatise mep) 6avuacíwev 
&kovcuárev (c. 155, p. 846), 
which cannot be more recent 
than Antigonus of Carystus, 
who died about 920 B.c. But 
which of the two works 
has borrowed from the other 
cannot be discovered from a 
comparison of the passages; 
moreover the passage in the 
treatise mepl Oavuacíev àkovoc- 
uárev, which Rose believes to 
be copied in wept Kécuou, belongs 
to a section which he himself 
considers to be a later addition 
(cf. Phil. d.Gr.YI. ii.109,1). On 
this argument, therefore, no- 
thing can be based. (2) Rose ob- 
serves that in wept Kócyov (c. 3, 
393, 5, 18) the breadth of the 
habitable plain of the earth, 
Gs agi oi eù yewypaphoartes, 
is given as nearly 40,000 stadia, 
and its length about 70,000 
stadia; and this proves that 
the work was written not only 
before Hipparchus, but also 
before Eratosthenes; for Era- 

tosthenes reckoned its length 
at 77,800, and its breadth at 
38,000 stadia; and Hipparchus, 

whom the later writers mostly 
followed, counted 70,000 for 
its length and 30,000 for its 
breadth (Strabo, i, 4, 9, p. 62 
sages li. 5, 7, p. 113 sqq.). But 
how do we know that our 
author must have kept pre- 
cisely to these predecessors if 
he were later than they ? Rose 

himself says that others even 
after Hipparchus set up other 
computations: Artemidorus, for 
example, in agreement with the 
mept Kéauou, gives the length of 
the terrestrial plain as more 
than 68,000 stadia, and its 
breadth more than 39,000 (Plin. 
Hist. Nat. ii. 108, 212 sq. Of 
Posidonins we know only that 
he reckoned the length at 
70,000 (Strabo, ii. 3, 6, p. 102); 
what he said of the breadth 
tradition does not inform us. 
How anything concerning the 
date of the treatise, therefore, 
isto be deduced from its di- 
vergence from Eratosthenes 
and Hipparchus, it is hard to 
see, (3) According to c. 3, 
393 b, 23, as Rose asserts, 
between the Caspian and Black 
Seas there is erevóraros icOuds; 
and this could not be main- 
tained after Eratosthenes had 
placed the breadth of this 
isthmus at 1,000 (?) stadia, and 
Posidonius at 1,500 (Strabo xi. 
Lh 5, p 491) “Our author 
however, does not maintain 
this; he says, the boundaries 
of Europe are j4vxol Tlóvrov 
Odatta Te ‘Tpkavia, Kad’ hy ore- 
votatos igÜubs eis Tv Ilóvrov 
Sinker, i.e. the Caspian Sea at 
the place where the isthmus 
between it and the Pontus 
(which was also designated as 
the boundary between Europe 
and Asia, according to Dionys. 

Perieg. Orb. Descr. v. 20) is 
narrowest. The further ob- 
servations of Rose I venture to 



LATER THAN POSIDONIUS. 

and from whom he has, perhaps, borrowed the greater 

part of the natural science he imparts to us. The 

pass over, as, even supposing 
they are correct, they would 
only prove the possibility and 
not the probability or truth 
of his theory. 

1 It has already struck other 
writers how many points of 
contact are presented by our 
treatise with the fragments of 
Posidonius; and the phenome- 
non deserves all consideration. 
Thus we find in m. K. c. 4. 
395, a, 32, the definition: Tpis 
u&v otv early Eupacis HAlov Tuh- 
artos À weAhvns, èv vépe: vorepg 
kal kolàw kal cvvexet mpds pav- 
Tacíay ws èv karómrpq Oewpovuévn 
kaTà kÜkAov Tepipépeiay. This 
singular definition is quoted by 
Diogenes, vii. 152, with the 
same words and with only 
slight and unimportant differ- 
ences from Posidonius, Merew- 
poXoyuc). In c. 4, 394, b, 21 
sqq. our treatise maintains that, 
of the east winds, katas is the 
wind that blows from the place 
of the sun's rising in summer, 
arnriérns that which comes 
from the ionuepival, epos from 
the xemepivai àvaroAal; of the 
west winds, apyéorns blows 

- from the 6epuy? Ocis, Cépupos 
from the ionuepih, Aly from the 
xemepwy 8ógis. These very de- 
finitions. are quoted by Strabo, 
i. 2, 21, p. 29, from Posidonius. 
In c. 4, 395, b, 88, we read: 
Earthquakes are occasioned by 
winds being pent up in the 
cavities of the earth and seek- 
ing to escape: rà» ðè ceiwuóv 
of èv eis wAdyia celovres Kart’ 
dgelas ywvlas émikAlvrar kaXoUv- 
Tat, of 66 üvw purrotyres kal kdáro 

kar ópüàs ywvlas Bpáorai, oi € 
guvi(noets Toi0Üvres eis TH koiAa 
xaouarla of 86 xdcuara &voí- 
yovres kal yiv dvappnyvivtes 
pirrar kadovyra, Cf. Diog. vii. 
154: rods cewobs è ylvecOa 
mve)paTros eis rà KoLA@pmaTa THs 
viis évddovros 1) [al] ka0eipx0év- 
Tos, kaÜd pno: Tloceibóvios èv TH 
óy0óp* elvat © abràv Tovs pèv 
cewmrías, ToUs 06 xacuarias, 
rovs bé KAmarilas, robs 5¢ Bpaa- 
patlas, also Sen. Wat. Qu. vi. 
21, 2. In c. 4 we read that 
there are two kinds of vapours, 
dry and moist; from the latter 
arise fog, dew,  hoar-frost, 
clouds, rain, &c.; from the 
former, ds, thunder, light- 
ning, &c. Compare with this, 
Seneca, Wat. Qu. ii. 54: Mune 
ad opinionem Posidonti rever- 
tor: e terra terrenisque om- 
nibus pars humida efflatur, pars 
sicca et fumida: hee fulminibus 
alimentum est, illa imbribus 
(which Posidonius himself 
must naturally have given 
much more at length). If dry 
vapours are shut up in the 
clouds, they break through 
them, and this causes thunder. 
With this explanation of thun- 
der our treatise also agrees (c. 
4, 395, a, 11): eiAndey è mveðua 
èv véper maxet Te kal vorep@ kal 
&Ew0ev SP abToU Bialws pwyvbov 
Tà OVVEXT TWiAhuaTa TOU vépovs, 
Bpóuov kal mdra'yov méyay àreip- 
ác aro, Bpoyvrhy Aeyóuevov. With 
the explanation of snow quoted 
by Diogenes (vii. 153), and no 
doubt abbreviated from Posi- 
donius, the somewhat more 
detailed account in wept Kécpuou 
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work cannot, according to this, have been written 

before the middle of the first century before Christ ; 

harmonises (c. 4,394, a,32). The 
definition of the eéAas (ap. 
Diog. l. c.) which is most 
probably taken, like most of 
the meteorological portions of 
his expositions of Stoicism, 
from Posidonius, we again find 
in mepl Kócuov (4, 395, b, 2). 
Also what is there said (c. 2, 
391. 5. 165;.392, æ; 5) on the 
stars and the ether, reminds 
us of the description of the 
&crpov, which Stobsus quotes 
CEcl.i. 518) from Posidonius. 
That the agreement of our 
treatise with Posidonius in 
these cases is not merely acci- 
dental is manifest. As little 
can we suppose that their har- 
mony is the result of their 
common dependence on a third 
exposition, which in that case 
could have been nothing less 
than a complete meteorology ; 
for in the first place Posidonius 
in these matters enjoys great 
reputation, and we cannot 
ascribe such dependence to 
him; and in the second, it 
would be inexplicable that he 
and not his predecessor should 
always be named as the au- 
thority, whom he must have 
followed very closely if he 
copied him word for word. 
Still more untenable is Rose’s 
theory (7. e. p. 96) that Posi- 
donius borrowed from the trea- 
tise the passages in which he 
resembles it. We know that 
l'osidonius wrote comprehen- 
sive works on meteorology, 
geography, and astronomy, the 
result of his own investigations, 
the contents of which went far 

beyond those of the treatise rep) 
Kócpov; whereas the latter book 
in all that it says concerning 
those subjects bears the charac- 
ter of a summary, not pursuing 
enquiries, but only comparing 
results ; how can we then think 
it more credible that Posido- 
nius should have taken his 
opinions from this compendium 
than that the author of the 
compendium should have bor- 
rowed his from the work of 
Posidonius? And if this had 
ever occurred, how is it ex- 
plicable that later writers 
should have referred them all 
to Posidonius, without a syl- 
lable of allusion to their 
ancient and well-known source, 
attested by the name of Aristo- 
tle? But even if we disre- 
gard all this, the theory will 
not suffice to save the origi- 
nality and higher authority 
of our treatise unless, with 
Hose, we assume that the 
exposition of the Stoic cos- 
mology (ap. Stob. Ecl. i. 444) 
was likewise taken from it. 
That this exposition, however, 
altogether contradicts such a 
theory will be shown imme- 
diately. Who can believe that 
instead of the Stoic doctrines 
being foisted upon Aristotle 
out of Stoical writings by the 
Peripatetic, the Stoic doctrines 
have been taken out of Aris- 
totle himself? I have, how- 
ever, dwelt too long upon this 
hypothesis, which is manifestly 
only a device to escape from 
a difficulty. The passages 
quoted above place it beyond 



ABOUT THE FIRST CENTURY B.C. 

probably it is rather later; but we cannot assign it 

to a later date than the first century after the com- 

a doubt that the author of 
the treatise has made abundant 
use of Posidonius, and even 
copied from him. If this is 
certain, we may with great 
probability derive all his geo- 
graphical and meteorological 
dissertations (c. 3, 4) from 
the Stoic philosopher whose 
achievements in these depart- 
ments are celebrated. To him 
the detailed discussion on the 
sea especially points; Posido- 
nius had written a separate 
work on the sea, and therein 
had asserted, what our treatise 
(c. 3, 392, b, 20) also strongly 
enforces, that the whole of the 
inhabited earth is surrounded 
by the sea (Strabo, ii. 2, 1, 5, p. 
94, 100; i. 1, 9, 3, 12, p. 6, 55). 
There is another portion of the 
treatise which I should sup- 
pose, from its contents, to be 
borrowed from Posidonius. 
Osann (p. 211 sqq.) has already 
shown that the section from 
the beginning of c. 2 to c. 3, 
392, b, 34, is almost point for 
point the same as the expo- 
sition quoted ap. Stob. i. 144 
sq. (which Stobsus no doubt 
borrowed from Arius Didymus) 
even though there may be 
slight differences in the ar- 
rangement and the conceptions ; 
and that our treatise here also 
must be a copy and not an 
original is evident from what 
is quoted p.134, 2. For as the 
excerpt in Stobeus names 
Chrysippus as the source for 
the two first of its three defini- 
tions of the kécmos, this quota- 
tion cannot have been taken 

from our treatise : in it there is 
also wanting the second of these © 
definitions, and the third (as is 
shown J. e.) is conceived in a 
manner which can only be ex- 
plained by the design of the 
Peripatetic to bring the defini- 
tions ready to hand in the 
Stoic authority into harmony 
with his own standpoint. Now 
the passage of Stobzeus only 
claims to be an account of the 
Stoic doctrine, and we clearly 
see that it is not taken literally 
from a Stoic work. But it is 
equally clear (and its agree- 
ment with our treatise places 
it beyond a doubt) that it is 
abstracted from such a work. 
That this was Chrysippus's mep} 
Kócuov, as Osann supposes, 
seems to me more than doubt- 
ful. $Stobseus himself ascribes 
the two first definitions of the 
Kócuos to Chrysippus. But 
this statement he may also 
owe to a third writer, and 
that it is so, and that this 
third writer was no other than 
Posidonius, is probable for 
three reasons: first, the same 
definitions which Chrysippus, 
according to Stobzeus, set up, 
are quoted in Diog. vii. 138, 
from. the perewpodroyikh OTOL- 
xelwois of Posidonius; Posido- 
nius must, therefore, have re- 
peated them here; he would 
no doubt have mentioned Chry- 
sippus as their author. Thus 
the section of our treatise 
which coincides with the pas- 
sage of Stobzeus is so closely 
connected with the following, 
in which the employment of 
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mencement of our era: since it had already been 
handed down to Apuleius as a work of Aristotle, and 
Apuleius in his copy must have found some false 

readings! which still exist, the probability is that it 

was composed a longer or shorter time before the 
end of the first century, B.C.? However this may 

be, it is, at any rate, a remarkable memorial of the 

eclecticism which, about this time, had found en- 

trance even into the Peripatetic school. 

Posidonius can be proved, that 
no break is perceptible between 
what is borrowed from Posido- 
nius and that which comes 
from another source. Lastly, 
the dissertation on the islands, 
and the assertion that the 
supposed mainland is also an 
island (Stob. 446; mepl Kóopov, 
c. 3, 392, b, 20 sqq.) seems to 
suit Posidonius (as we have 
already observed) exactly. It 
seems, therefore, probable that 
itis the same work of Posido- 
nius, his werewpodAoyiky a Toix el- 
wots, from the first section of 
which Stobeeus (i.e. Arius Didy- 
mus) gives an excerpt, and 
which the author of the cepi 
Kócuov has used in its whole 
extent, in which case not much 
of the knowledge which he 
parades (c. 2-4) can be placed 
to his own account. 

! As Goldbacher shows (p. 
681 sq.) from Apul. Proem. p. 
288, c. 7, p. 302 Oud.). In the 
first of these passages Apuleius’ 
unnatural translation is ex- 
plained by the supposition that 
em, K. 1-391, a, 22 he: may 
have read with some of our 
MSS. uépovs obs olkriceeyv; in 
the second, the otherwise in- 

comprehensible transformation 
of the predicate Aot; into the 
name of an island, Oxe or 
Loxe, is accounted for by the 
still existing variant, Aoty 
kaAovuérn, instead of Aoh mpds 
Thy oikoupevny (m. K. 3,393, b, 15). 

? To fix the date of its com- 
position more exactly would 
hardly be possible. That the 
author wrote before Strabo 
would seem probable, because 
his description of the sea (c. 
3, 393, a, 26) is less precise 
than Strabo’s (ii. 5, 19 sq. p. 
122 sg.) Meantime this infer- 
ence is the more unsafe if the 
author in the geographical part 
of his work has simply followed 
Posidonius. The dpóvgois is 
apportioned to the Aoy:orikdy ; 
to the Oupoedes the mpadrns 
and àvópeía, to the émi&vumrukbv 
the ocwppoctvn and éwykpáreia, 
to the whole soul the 8ucatoo vr, 
éAevOepiórns, pmeyadowvxia and 
likewise the opposite failings. 
Of these duties and faults 
somewhat superficial definitions 
are given; lastly, it is shown 
by what conduct they are 
manifested; and many other 
sub-kinds of virtues and faults 
are brought forward. 



TREATISE ON VIRTUES. 145 

Another remnant of that eclecticism we probably cmap. 

possess in the short treatise on virtues and vices, also V. 

to be found in our Aristotelian collection. The doc- Tiie 

trine of virtue is here based on the Platonic discrimi- on virtues 
nation of the three faculties of the soul, and the four ^"4 vices. 
chief virtues; to these the author tries to reduce the 

virtues treated of by Aristotle ; and the correspond- 

ing vices to the evil nature of the parts of the soul 

relating to them; while at the same time he passes 

in review the tokens and manifestation of the dif- 
ferent virtues and vices in the descriptive manner 

of the later ethics, as seems to have been especi- 

ally customary in the Peripatetic school after Theo- 
phrastus. 

external points of harmony.! 
With Stoicism there are scarcely even 

But this short treatise 

is not of sufficient importance to detain us longer.? 

! For instance, perhaps, the 
remark that the whole treatise 
from beginning to end is de- 
voted to the opposition of the 
érouverà and Wexrd, 

? Even its origin is not quite 
certain; but, from its admis- 
sion into the Aristotelian col- 
lection, and its whole treat- 
ment of the subject, it is pro- 
bable that it emanated from 
the Peripatetic school, and not 
from the Academy; and if its 
date cannot be precisely fixed, 
we may assign it, generally 
speaking, to the period of 
Eclecticism. An earlier Peripa- 

tetic would hardly have allied 
himself to Plato so unhesita- 
tingly, as if it were a matter of 
course, in the way that the 
writer does in c. 1, 1249, a, 30: 
Tpimepovs 8€ THs vxTjs AauBavo- 
uévns kara IIAdrova, &c. "There 
is also an indication of a later 
period in the mention of dz- 
mons between the gods and 
parents in c. 4, 1250, b, 20; 
c. 7, 1251, a, 31, under the 
head of piety and godlessness ; 
perhaps after the precedent of 
the Pythagorean Golden Poem 
(v. 3). 
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ECLECTICISM. 

CHAPTER VI. 

CICERO. VARRO. 

FROM the preceding chapters it wil be seen how, 

in the first century before Christ, the three scienti- 

fically most important schools of philosophy had 

coincided in a more or less strongly develeped 

eclecticism. This mode of thought must have com- 

mended itself the more readily to those who, from 

the outset, had concerned themselves rather with the 

practically applicable fruits of philosophic studies than 
with strict science. Such was the case with Cicero.! 

Cicero’s youth falls in a period in which not only 

the influence of Greek philosophy on Roman culture, 

but also the approximation and partial blending of 

the philosophic schools had already begun to develop 

themselves strongly.” He himself had become ac- 

quainted with the most various systems, partly from 

the writings of their founders and representatives and 

1 Concerning Cicero as a 
philosopher, cf., besides Ritter 
(iv. 106-176), Herbart, Werke, 

Xii. 167 sgg.; Kübner, M: T, 
Ciceronis in Philosophiam 
Merita, Hamb. 1825 (this is 
only to be regarded as a labor- 
ious collection of materials); 
concerning his philosophical 
works, cf. Hand in Ersch. und 

Gruber’s Allg. Encycl. sect. i. 
17, 226 sqq.; Dernhardy, Rom. 
Litt. 769 sqq.; and the treatises 
named in the passages quoted 
infra, pp. 148, 5; 149, 1. 

? Cicero, as is well known, 
was born on the 3rd January, 
648 .A.U.G,. (ie 106 BCH and 
therefore some years after the 
death of Panzetius. 
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CHAP. partly from his teachers. In his earliest youth, = 

the Epicurean doctrine had commended itself to him 

through the teaching of Ph:zedrus;! after this 
Philo of Larissa introduced him to the new Academy,? 

among whose adherents he persistently reckoned ' 
himself; at the same time he enjoyed the instruc- 

tion of the Stoic Diodotus who also remained at a ' 

later period in close proximity to him ;? before the 

commencement of his publie career* he visited 

Greece, attended the instructions of his old teacher 

 Phedrus and those of Zeno, the Epicurean, but 
with special eagerness those of Antiochus? the chief 

founder of Academic eclecticism, and he entered into 

a connection with Posidonius, which continued till the 

death of that philosopher.” Also in philosophical lite- 

rature he had taken such a wide survey that we cannot 

withhold from him the praise of wide reading, though 
at the same time his knowledge of that literature is 

neither independent nor thorough enough to warrant 

his being called a man of great erudition. He him- 

self based his fame not so much on his own enquiries 

1 Ep. ad Fam. xii. 1: A 8 The writers on philosophy 
Phedro, qui nobis, cum pueri 
essemus, antequam Philonem 
cognovimus, valde ut philosophus 
. . . probabatur. 

2 Vide supra, p. T6, 2, 3. 
3 Vide supra, p. 70, 3. 
t In 78 and 77 B.C. ; there- 

fore in his 29th and 30th year ; 
Plut. Cic. 3 sq. 

5 Phil. d. Gr. III. i. 373, 2; 
374, 1. 

5 Supra, p. 87, 1. 
7 Supra, p. 58, 4. 

to whom he most commonly 
refers and most frequently 
quotes are Plato, Xenophon, 
Aristotle (of whom, however, 
he seems only to have known 
some popular and rhetorical 
works), then Theophrastus and 
Diczarchus, with their political 
writings, Crantor, Pansetius, 
Hecato, Posidonius, Clitoma- 
chus, Philo, Antiochus, Philo- 
demus (or Zeno). 

n2 
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into philosophy as on the art with which he had 

clothed Greek philosophy in a Roman dress, and 

made it accessible to his countrymen.' He only 

arrived, however, at this literary activity in his 

more advanced age, when he had been compelled to 

renounce public service,? and thus his manifold and 

tolerably extensive philosophical works are com- 

pressed into the space of a few years? But our 

astonishment at the rapidity of his work will be 

considerably lessened when we look more closely at 
his mode of procedure in the compilation of his 

philosophical works. In one portion of these he 

does not directly express his own views, but allows 

each of the most important philosophie schools to 

explain theirs through one of their adherents,‘ 

and for this purpose he seems almost throughout 

to have made free use of the several expositions 

which lay ready to hand, and to have confined 

himself mainly to the comparison, representa- 

tion, and elucidation of their eontents? And even 

ber 3rd, 43 B.c., his activity as 
a philosophical writer occupies 
only about three years. 

1 As in the Academica, De 
Finibus, De Natura Deorum, 

! Of the merit which he 
claims for himself in this re- 
spect Cicero often speaks while 
defending his philosophical 
works against censure, e.g. 
Fin. i. 2, 4 sqq. ; Acad. i. 3,10; 
Tusea syg N. 0.1.43 O A 
1, 1 85. 

® Acad: Te: s Tusce iol; 134 
73 N. D. 1. e. 

* The earliest of these (irre- 
spective of his two political 
works) the Consolatio, the 
HTortensius, and the first version 
of the Academica, fall in the 
wear 709 A.U.C. 2.6, 45 B.C; As 
Cicero was murdered on Decem- 

De Divinatione. 
5 "Amóypaoa sunt, confesses 

Cicero himself in a much-quoted 
passage (ad. Att. xii. 52), minore 
labore fiunt: verba tantum 
affero, quibus abundo ; and that 
this, in spite of Win. i. 2,4 (Non 
interpretum fungimur munere, 
&c.), is no exaggerated modesty, 
is sufħciently proved by the 
recent investigations into the 
sources of his expositions. In 



HIS OWN STANDPOINT. 

where he speaks in his own name, he frequently 

allies himself so closely to older writings that his 
own works are scarcely more than reproductions 

of these. Yet this is no great disadvantage in 
regard to our knowledge of his standpoint, since he 

ean only bring forward the views of others as his 

own when he agrees with them; and even in his 

expository dialogues he, as a rule, sufficiently indi- 

eates which of the theories under discussion he 

approves. 
His standpoint may be generally described as an 

the Academica he had borrowed 
from Antiochus that which, in 
the first version, he placed in 
the mouth of Lucullus, and 
-afterwardsin the mouth of Varro 
(vide supra, p. 86, 3); the scep- 
tical dissertations he had pro- 
bably taken from Philo as well 
as from Clitomachus (vide Phil. 
d. Gr. TEL i. 501, 3). The source 
-of the fifth book in De Finibus 
is to be found in Antiochus 

(vide supra, p. 86, 3), and that 
the rest originated in the same 
way, admits of no doubt. For 
the first book on the gods two 
Epicurean treatises (concerning 
which cf. Phil. d. Gv. III. i. 
373, 2; 374, 1) are employed; 
for the second, probably one 

-of Posidonius and one of Panz- 
tius (cf. supra, p. 41, 3); for 
the third, and for the second 
half of the first, Clitomachus 
(Phil. d. Gr. IIL. i. 505,3). De 
Divinatione is worked out from 
Posidonius, Panzetius, and Cli- 
tomachus (vide ibid. III. i. p. 
337, 1; and supra, 41, 3). 

! For his Hortensius, Aris- 
totle's IlIporpemrikbs probably 

served him asa model (vide Phil. 
d. Gr. Il. ii. 63); for the Conso- 
latio, Crantor's epl év0ovs 
(ibid. II. i. 899, 3). The prin- 
cipal source of the first book 
of the Tusculane seems to 
have been the writings of 
Posidonius and Crantor ; of the 
second, Panztius (vide supra, 
p. 41,3; Heine, Font. Tusc. Dis- 
put. ll sqg.); of the fourth, 
Posidonius (as Heine, J. c. p. 
13 sg., supposes), or Antiochus 
(vide Phil. d. Gr. ITI. 1.517,1). In 
the treatise De Fato he appears 
to repeat the inferences of 
Clitomachus. The books De 
Officiis keep in substance to 
Panetius’ work of the same 
name (vide supra, p. 41, 3); 
the substance of the Topica has 
probably been furnished by 
Antiochus (vide supra, p. 86, 3). 
It may reasonably be supposed 
that it was the same with the 
other works whose Greek pro- 
totypes have not hitherto been 
ascertained, though Cicero may 
not in all of them have been 
dependent on his predecessors 
to the same extent. 

CHAP. 

His scepti- 
cism. 
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eclecticism founded upon scepticism. The very 

habit we have already mentioned, of stating argu- 

ments for and against, without drawing any con- 
clusion, indicates a tendency to scepticism, for this 

procedure cannot be compared with the indirect 

development of thought in the Platonic dialogues, 

or with the Socratic conversations, from which 

Cicero himself derives it;! its true analogy is 

with the colloquies of Carneades ;? and it can only 

originate in the fact that the philosopher is not 

satisfied with any theory, but objects to something 

in every given system. Cicero, however, expressly 

avows himself as belonging to the new Academy? 

and brings forward in his own name the argu- 

ments with which it had denied the possibility of 

knowledge.‘ For himself, one of the great reasons, 

if not the greatest, for his doubt, seems to lie in the 
/disagreement of the philosophers concerning the 

most important questions; at any rate, he not only 

pursues this subject with predilection, but ex- 

pressly remarks that he attaches much greater 

value to it than to all that has been said by the 

_ Academy on the deception of the senses and the 
impossibility of any fixed definition of ideas.® 

! THe A. 4, SEV AACN 
eee 

"OUT. Tuse v.s TA Quem 
morem cum Carneades acutis- 

* Acad. ii. 20 sqq. I think it 
unnecessary to specify these 
arguments further in this place, 
as they are not to be considered’ 

sime copiosissimeque | tenuisset, 
Secimus et alias sepe et nuper 
in Tusculano, ut ad eam con- 
suetudinem disputaremus. 

* Acad: 1.20; 22, 69; 1, 4, 
13; 12, 493, 40; N: Di 6127 
Ofre. 11i. 4, 90. 

original, and have been quoted, 
Phil. d. Gr. III. i. 500 sgq. 

S TOC. 016. 38 1000 LC. oo ge. 
A aD. 3.1, 15:07 T5397 

$5 Acad. ii. 48, 147: Posthac 
tamen, cum heec queremius,. 

potius de dissensionibus tantis 
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ACTION BASED ON PROBABILITY. 

. Scepticism with him, therefore, is not so much the 
fruit of an independent e enquiry as the consequence 
of the uncertainty in which the strife of philosophie 

theories has placed him; it is only the reverse side 
of his eclecticism, only a sign of the same indepen- 

dence of his Greek predecessors which that eclecti- 

cism expresses: so far as the philosophers are to be 

reconciled, the common elements from their sys- 

tems are co-ordinated ; so far as they are at strife, 

knowledge respecting the debated points is de- 

spaired of, because the authorities neutralise one 

another. 
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Thus it is that doubt in Cicero cannot have by ¢s limits 

any means the importance or significance that it 

had had in the new Academy; and we therefore 

see him, in fact, limiting his scepticism in two re- 

spects : 

knowledge derived from probability than the 

Academy, and he makes hardly any use of certain .. 
parts of the philosophy derived from his sceptical ' 

principle. If he is within the principles of the 

Academy in replying, like Carneades, to the objec- 

tion that scepticism makes all action impossible 

—that for action full certainty is not necessary, 

but only greater probability ;! we cannot consider 

him so in the explanation he gives concerning 

for he attributes greater worth to the/ 

summorum virorum. disseramus, 
de obscuritate nature deque 
errore tot philosophorum, qui de 
bonis contrariisque rebus tant- 
opere discrepant, ut cum plus 
«no verum esse non possit, 
jacere necesse sit tot tam nobiles 

disciplinas, quam de oculorum 
sensuumque reliquorum men- 
daciis et de sorite aut pseudo- 
meno, quas plagas ipsi contra se 
Stoici texuerunt. 

1 Acad. ii. 31; c. 33, 105, 
108; XN. D. i. 5, 12. 

and signi- 
ficanee. . 
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the aim of his method of disputation. This method 
was to enable him, by testing the various theories, 

to find out the theory which had the most in its 
favour. Doubt is, therefore, only the preparation 
for a positive conviction ; and even if this conviction 
does not reach the full certainty of knowledge but 
only an approximate certainty, it suffices, as we 
already know, for practical life, the end and aim of 
the Ciceronian philosophy. There is no mistaking 
the fact: the two elements of the Academic philo- 
sophy, the denial of knowledge, and the assertion 
of a knowledge of probability, stand here in a dif- 
ferent relation from that which they occupy with 
Carneades ; for him, doubt itself, the suspension of 

/ judgment, had been the proper aim of philosophie 
enquiry; the theory of probability was only in the 
second rank, and resulted from the consideration 
of that which remained over from doubt; but to 
Cicero the discovery of the probable appears as the 
original problem of philosophy, and doubt has value 
only as a means and a condition of the solution of 
this problem. Cicero himself therefore plainly de- 
clares that his scepticism was pr operly only in regard 
to the Stoic demand for an absolute knowledge ; : 

with the Peripateties, on the other hand, who do not 
claim so much in respect to knowledge, he is funda- 

disserendi. ! Tusc. 1, 4, 7: Ponere jube- 
bam de quo quis audire vellet : 
ad id aut sedens aut ambulans 
disputabam . . . fiebat autem 
ita, ut cum is qui audire vellet 
dixisset quid sibi videretur, tum 
ego contra dicerem. Hae est 
enim, ut scis, vetus et Socratica 

ratio contra alterius opinionem 

Nam ita facillime 
quid veri simillimum. esset ànve- 
niri posse Socrates arbitrabatur. 
Similarly (v. 4, 11) this proce- 
dure claims the advantage, wt 
nostram ipsi sententiam. tegere- 
mus, errore alios levaremus, ct 

in omni disputatione quid esset 
simillimum veri quereremus. 
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mentally agreed.! Buteventhis modified scepticism CHAP, 
receives still further limitations. Though our philo- be 
sopher expresses himself hesitatingly on the subject, 

yet, all things considered, it is only as to purely 

theoretical enquiries that he is in harmony r with the} 

new Academy: practical principles on the contrary 

and the philosophic and religious convictions directly 

connected with them, he does not wish to question 
in the same way. He objects to dialectic that it 

guarantees not real knowledge but “only formal 

rules on the construction of propositions and infer-/ 

ences;? his judgment on n „physics, exclusive o 

theology, is that it is far easier for physics to say 

what things are not, than what they are ; ? it would be ' 

presumptuous to arrogate to itself a knowledge, even 

of its most universal principles ;* no human eye is 

keen enough to penetrate the darkness with which 

the nature of things is concealed ;? and even if we 

have to limit these expressions to the case of theo- 

logy, we find no opposite declarations counter- 

balancing them in regard to natural enquiries 

proper. In ethies, on the contrary, though he finds 

considerable discord among the philosophers on 

the most important questions;? and he himself, 

1 Fin. v. 26, 76. ista omnia,  Luculle, crassis 
? Acad. ii. 28, 91; cf. Phil. occultata et circumfusa tenebris, 

d. Gr. ITI. i. 503, 5. ut nulla acies kumani ingenii 
3 N. D. i. 21, 60: Omnibus tanta sit, que penetrare in 

fere in rebus et mawime in celum,.terram intrare possit. 
physicis, quid mon sit citius, Corpora nostra non novimus, &c. 
quam quid sit dixerim. § 124: Satisne tandem ea nota 

+ Acad. ii. 36, 116: Estne sunt nobis, que nervorum natura 
quisquam tanto inflatus errore, sit, que venarum? Tenemusne 
wt sibi se illa scire persuaserit ? quid animus sit? &c. 

5 Acad. ii. 39, 122: Latent € Acad. ii. 42 ; c. 48, 147. 
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as we shall presently discover, cannot avoid fluctua- 
tion in replying to them; yet we soon perceive 

that here he is far from admitting the same justifica- 

tion to doubt as in the purely theoretical sphere. 
What he occasionally says in his discussions concern- 

ing the Laws, that he does not intend to examine 

further the doubt of the new Academy,! he seems 
to have made a general rule in his moral philosophy; 

for in none of his writings on this subject does he pay 

any regard to the considerations which he himself 

had previously raised ; but as soon as the doubt in 

the enquiries of the Academy has had space to express 

itself, the highest good and duties? are treated of 

in the moral discussions in a wholly dogmatic tone, 

though at the same time without any fixed plan. 

.In connection therewith we also find our philo- 

sopher bringing forward opinions about God and the 

human soul, which are manifestly for him some- 

thing more than uncertain conjectures, though even 

here he despairs of absolute certainty of know- 

ledge. He constantly says that he is merely fol- 

lowing probability—and expressing his own per- 

sonal opinion? But that he was really a consistent 

! Legg. i. 13, 39: Perturba- 
tricem autem harum omnium 

rerum Academiam | hane ab 

Arcesila et Carneade recentem 
exoremus wt sileat. Nam si 

invaserit in hec . . . nimias 

edet ruinas. (Quam quidem ego 
placare cupio, submovere non 
audeo. 

? Proof of this will presently 
be given. 

* Bo JV, Die Ap 2 Oo, 

maxime veri simile est et quo 
omnes duce natura venimus, 
Deos esse ; and at the conclu- 
sion of the treatise, iii. 40, 95 : 
Ita discessimus, ut Vellejo Cotte 
disputatio verior, mihi Balbi ad 
veritatis similitudinem videre- 
tur esse propensior. Tusc. iv. 4, 
7: Sed defendat quod quisque 
sentit ; sunt enim judicia libera : 
nos... quid sit in quaque re 
maxime probabile semper re- 
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adherent of Carneades! could only be inferred from 

such utterances if his whole procedure corresponded 

with them. This, however, is not the case. His 

convictions are not so fixed and decided that he 

‘trusts unconditionally to them, and he is never so 

sure of them that he does not keep before him the 

probability of having, at another time, another 

opinion about the same subjects; indeed, he is 

superficial enough to pride himself on his fickle- 

ness? But even his doubt is too shallow to deter 

him from statements which a member of the new 

Academy would not have ventured to advance so 

explicitly. Though he calls the existence of the 

gods merely probable, he immediately adds that 

were the belief in providence abolished, all piety, 

and fear of God, all human community and justice, 

would be destroyed ;? which he could not possibly 

have said if that belief had had for him merely the 

value of even a probable conjecture. Moreover, when 

he founds an argument for the truth ofa belief in 

gods on its .univemsality, he does so without any 
limitation, in his own name.* This is also the case, . 
as we shall find, with his development of the tereo- 

of iom and the divine government of the universe, 

on the dignity of man, and the immortality of the 

soul. A logical scepticism is here not in question : 

quiremus. V. 29, 82 sq.; Acad. academiker. Oldenb. 1860 
i. 20, 66: Ego vero ipse et (Gymn. progr.). 
magnus quidem sum opinator, 2 Tusc. v. 11, 33; vide infra, 
non enim sum sapiens, &c. Vide p. 157, 1. 
infra, p. 157, 1. 3 N. D. i. 2, 3 sq. 

! Burmeister, Cic. als Neu- 4 Vide infra, p. 161, 1, 167. 

155 

CHAP. 



156 

CHAP. 

VI. 

Practical 
end of 
philo- 
sophy. 

ECLECTICISM. 

the philosopher, no doubt, mistrusts human know 
ledge, and holds greater or less probability to be the 
highest thing attainable; but he reserves to himself 
the power of making an exception to this rule in all 
cases where a pressing moral or mental necessity 
demands a more fixed conviction. 

This more confident treatment of practical ques- 
tions has, however, with Cicero so much the more 
significance, because, according to his view, the 
whole problem of philosophy is exclusively contained 
in them. Though he admits that knowledge is a 
good in and for itself, and further, that it secures 
the purest and highest enjoyment;! and though he 
expressly includes physics in this admission, yet 
not knowledge itself, but its effects on life appear 
to him the ultimate aim of philosophic enquiry. 
Knowledge completes itself only in action; action 
has, therefore, a higher value than knowlédge ;? the 
enquiry concerning the highest good is the most 
important of all enquiries, and determines the whole of 
philosophy: * the best philosophy is that of Socrates, 
which does not trouble itself with things which lie 
beyond our sphere of vision, and, being convinced 
of the uncertainty of human knowledge, applies 
itself entirely to moral problems? The proper aim 

| FPin.i.7,26; Tuse.v.2459.5 "6. 21, 71. 
N. D. ii. 1, 3; cf. the following t Fin. v. 6,15: Hoe (summo 
note. bono) enim constituto in philo- 

* Acad. ii. 41, 127; Tusc. v. sophia constituta sunt omnia, 
9, 9; 24, 69; Fan. iv. b, 12; ke. 
Fragm. from Hortensius, ap. * Acad. i. 4, 15; cf. Fin. it. 
Augustin. De Trin. xiv. 9. 1,1: Tusc; wv. 4. 10. 
tog. X. 43, 152; Ci C 9,28; 
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of philosophy, therefore, may be attained in spite of 

the restriction of our knowledge: we know nothing 
with absolute certainty ; but we know that which is 

most important with as much certainty as we require 
to know it; scepticism is here merely the under- 

lying base of a mode of thought, which is founded 
upon the practically useful; and because this 
tendency towards the practical best harmonised 

with the disposition of the Roman and the states- 

man, Cicero was more susceptible to the doctrine of 
Carneades than he would otherwise have been; be- 

cause purely theoretical enquiries already appeared 

to him worthless and transcendental, he abandons 

also the scientific proof of their impossibility ; but, 

as soon as his practical interests come in contact, 

with doubt he makes a retreat, and would rather 

content himself with a bad expedient, than admit 

the inevitable consequences of his own sceptical 

statements. 

If we ask, then,{ from) whence we are to derive 

our positive convictions, we have already been told 

that the probable is best discovered by the com- 

parison and testing of different views: the positive 

element in Cicero’s scepticism is that eclecticism, 

which we shall presently have an opportunity of 

examining further. But in order to decide be- 

1 Tt will here suffice to recall 33: Tu quidem tabellis obsig- 
the characteristic observations natis agis mecum et testificaris 
in Off. iii. 4, 20: Nobis autem 
nostra Academia magnam licen- 
tiam dat, ut quodcunque maxime 
probabile occurrat id nostro jure 
liceat defendere. Tusc. v. 11, 

quid dixerim aliquando aut 
scripserim. Cum aliis isto modo, 
qui legibus impositis disputant ; 
nos in diem vivimus ; quodeun- 
que nostros animos probabilitate 

His eclec- 
ticism. 
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tween opposite opinions, we must have the standard 
of decision in our hands, and as philosophic enquiry 

consists in this very proving of different views, such a 

standard must be already given before every scientific 

investigation. Two things seem then to be directly 

present : the evidence of the senses and the evidence 

of consciousness. Even the first, in spite of his 

many complaints of the deception of the senses, is 

not despised by Cicero; he says that it would be 

contrary to nature, and must make all life and 

action impossible, if we admitted no conviction 
(probare, not assentiri) and that among those con- 

vietions which foree themselves upon us with the 

greatest probability, the assurance of the senses 
occupies one of the foremost places ;! for this reason 

highest certainty ;? and he himself in all his writ- 

ings appeals generally to experience and historical 

matters of fact. In aecordance with his whole 

tendency, however, he is forced to lay the chief 
stress on the other side, on the witness internal to 

us; for his interest belongs not to the external but 

to the moral world, and even in his ethical doctrine 

percussit, id dicimus; itaque 
solà sumus liberi. 

1 Aead. ii. 31, 99 : Tale visum 

nullum esse, ut perceptio con- 
sequeretur, ut autem probatio, 
multa. Etenim contra naturam 
esset, si probabile nihil esset, et 
sequitur omnis vitæ . . . eversio, 
Itaque et sensibus probanda 
multa sunt, &e. Quecunque res 
eum [sapientem] sic attinget, 

ut sit visum illud probabile 
neque ulla re impeditum (&ept- 
eTacTov, cf. Part III. i. 515 sq.) 
movebitur. Non enim est e saxo 
sculptus aut e robore dolatus. 
Habet corpus, habet animum : 
movetur mente, movetur sensi- 

bus: ut eimulta vera videantur, 
&c. Neque mos contra sensus 
aliter dicimus, ae Stoici, &c. 

? oí ceu Coole N" 
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he throughout allies himself with those philosophers 
who have made independence of the external and 

dominion over sensuality their watchword. All our 

conviction, therefore, according to Cicero, de lepends 

in the last resort upon direct internal ial certainty, upon 

` the natural feeling for truth, or innate knowledge ; : 
and this dr. which gained so important an in- 

fluence in the later, especially the Christian philo- 

sophy, he was the first to enunciate definitely ;! for 

though Plato and Aristotle, Zeno and Epicurus had 

preceded him with similar doctrines, yet our previous 

enquiries have shown that none of these taught 

innate knowledge in the strict sense: the reminis- 

cence of ideas, according to Plato, must be awakened 

by methodieal study, and their content fixed ; we 
attain to the principles that are beyond proof, 

according to Aristotle, by the scientifie road of in- 

duction ; the wpoAn ys of Epicurus and the xowai 
Zvvotat of the Stoics are only abstracted from ex- 

perience. Here on the contrary there is an asser- 

tion of a knowledge antecedent to all experience 

and science, and concerning the most important 
truths. The germs of morality are inborn in us, 
if they could develop themselves undisturbed, 

science would be unnecessary; only through the 

perversion of our natural disposition arises the need 

of a technical training to virtue. The conscious- 

1 It is possible, indeed, that 
he may herein have followed 
Antiochus; but how far this is 
the case cannot now be ascer- 
tained. 

2 Tusc. iii. 1, 2: Sunt enim 

ingeniis nostris semina innata 
virtutum; que si adolescere 
liceret, ipsa nos ad beatam vitam 
natura perduceret ; only the 
obscuring of natural conscious- 
ness through evil habits and 
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ness of right is implanted in man by nature; 

subsequently a tendency to evil is formed which 

obscures it.! Nature has endowed our spirit not 

only with a moral disposition, but also with the 

fundamental notions of morality preceding any 
instruction, as an original dowry; it is only the 

development of these innate notions which is in- 

cumbent on us:? with reason, those impulses are 

directly given which prompt men to moral com- 

munity with others and the investigation of truth.? 

The essence of moral activity may, therefore, be 

deduced not merely from the intuition of distin- 

guished men, but also from the universal conscious- 

ness, with greater certainty than from any definition 

of ideas; the nearer the individual still stands to 

nature, the more keenly will this be reflected in 

him: we learn from children what is according to 
nature.* Belief in the Deity rests upon the same 

false opinions makes a doctrine choavit, nihil amplius. taque 
and science necessary. 

! Legg. i. 13, 33: Atque hoc 
in omni hac disputatione sic 
intelligi volo, jus quod dicam 
naturam esse, tantam autem esse 

corruptelam male consuetudinis, 
ut ab ea tanquam igniculi ex- 
stinguantur a natura dati 
exorianturque et confirmentur 
vitia contraria, 

? Fin. v. 21, 59: (Natura ho- 
mint) dedit talem mentem, que 
omnem virtutem accipere posset, 
ingenuitque sine doctrina 
notitias parvas verum 
maximarum et quasi instituit 
docere et induxit in ea que 
inerant. tanquam. elementa, vir- 
tutis. Sed virtutem ipsam in- 

nostrum est (quod nostrum dico, 
artis est), ad ea principia que 
accepimus consequentia exqui- 
rere, quod sit id quoad volumus 
effectum. 

? Fin. ii. 14, 46: Eademque 
ratio fecit hominem hominum 
appetentem, &c. eadem 
natura cupiditatem ingenuit 
homini veri inveniendi, &c. 
Further evidence for these pre- 
positions is easily to be found. 

+ Loc. cit. 14, 45 : [ Honestum] 
quale sit non tam definitione 
qua sum usus intelligi potest 

. quam communi omnium 
judicio atque optimi cujusque 
studiis atque factis. On the 
same subject, vide v. 22, 61: 
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_ basis: by virtue of the human spirit's affinity with, , cmap. 
God, the consciousness of God is immediately given 
with self-consciousness: man has only to remember | 
his own origin in order to be led to his Creator. | 
Nature, therefore, herself instructs us concerning | 
the existence of God, and the strongest argument. 
for this truth is its_ universal recognition; for that 
in which all agree without previous persuasion, 
must always be regarded as an utterance of nature.? 
The immortality of the soul must likewise belong to 
these innate truths, of which we are convinced 
through universal consent ;* and in the same way 
Cicero seems to presuppose the freedom of the will 
Indicant pueri in quibus ut in 
speculis natura cernitur. 

! Legg. i. 8,24: Animum... 
esse ingeneratum a Deo: ex quo 
vere vel agnatio nobis cum 
celestibus vel genus vel stirps 
appellari potest. taque ex tot 
generibus mullum est animal 
preter hominem quod habeat 
notitiam aliquam Dei. Ipsisque 
in hominibus nulla gens est neque 
tam immansueta neque tam fera, 
que non, etiamsi ignoret qualem 
habere Deum deceat, tamen 
habendum sciat. Ex quo efi- 
citur illud, ut is agnoscat Deum, 
qui unde ortus sit quasi recor- 
detur ac noscat. 

? Tusc. i. 16, 36: Deos esse 
natura opinamur. Cf. N. D. i. 
1, 2 

3 Tusc. i. 18, 30: Firmissi- 
mum hoe afferri videtur, cur 
Deos esse credamus, quod nulla 
gens tam fera, nemo omnium 
tam sit immanis, cujus mentem 
non imbuerit Deorum opinio. 
Multi de Diis prava sentiunt ; 

id enim vitioso more fieri solet 
(observe here the distinction 
between mos and natwra) : 
omnes tamen esse vim et natu- 
ram divinam arbitrantur. Nee 
vero id collocutio hominum aut 
consensus effecit: non institutis 
opinio est confirmata, non legibiüs. 
Omni autem in re consensio 
omnium gentium lex nature 
putanda est (cf. § 35; omnium 
consensus nature vox est). Vide 
also sup.note 1. If Cicero else- 
where makes his Academic 
philosopher claim this proof 
CN. D. i. 23, 62; iii. 4, 11) from 
the consensus gentium which is 
put in the mouth of the Epi- 
curean as well as the Stoic 
CN. D. i. 16, 43 sq.; ii. 2, 5) 
he implies here (i. 23, 62; iii. 
40, 95) what is placed beyond 
a doubt by passages from his 
other works, that Cotta did not 
express his opinion on the sub- 
ject. 

* Tusc. i. 12 8q. ; 15, 35 sq. 
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simply as an internal matter of fact.! In a word, 

philosophy, as well as morality, is here founded on 

direct consciousness: this is the fixed point from 

which the testing of philosophic opinions sets out, and 

to which it returns. 
The material results of Cicero’s philosophy have 

nothing distinctive, and can therefore be only 

shortly discussed in this place. As to the chief 

philosophie sciences, dialectic is regarded merely in 

the sceptical manner already mentioned. In the 

domain of physies, theological and psychological 

enquiries alone have any value for Cicero; questions 

of other kinds—for instance, concerning the number 

of the elements, whether there are four or five ; con- 

cerning the material and efficient principle and the like 

—-are only touched upon in cursory historical notices, 

or in a sceptical comparison of different doctrines. In 

the estimation of this philosopher, the chief thing is 

ethics. With ethics, therefore, I commence. 

Cicero develops his ethical principles, as, indeed, 

his whole philosophic doctrine, in the criticism of 

the four contemporary theories, the Epicurean, Stoic, . 

Academic, and Peripatetic. Of these four systems, 

he opposes himself definitely to the first alone. d 
The Epicurean doctrine of pleasure appears to him 

so strikingly to contradiet the natural destiny and 

natural necessities of man,? the facts of moral con- 

sciousness and of moral experience, that we have 

no need to enter more particularly into the remarks 

with which he opposes it in the second book of De 

! De Fato, c. 14. 2. Fin: ie 7, 29,99. MITT C. 
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Finibus, and elsewhere—generally speaking, rather 
in the tone of a rhetorician than in the severer strain 

of a philosopher. On the other hand, his judgments 

on the three remaining systems are far from being 

consistent. Even as to the reciprocal relation of 

these systems, he is never quite clear. For though he 

remains true to the assertion of his master Antio- 

chus in regard to the Academy and the Peripatetics 

—viz. that these two schools, as they agree generally, 

especially coincide in their ethics, and that the 

feebler morality of Theophrastus and of later Peri- 

patetics is not further removed from the moral 

doctrine of the Academy than from the original 

doctrines of Aristotle '—yet he is uncertain whether 

he shall explain the difference between the Stoics 

and these two schools as essential, or unessential, 

as a divergence in fact or in words. While, on the one 

hand, he repeatedly maintains distinctly and in his 

own name, that Zeno is really at one with his pre- 
decessors, and only changes their expressions;? on) 
the other, he gives a tolerably long list of the points| 
in which the Stoie morality differs from that of the 
Academy and Peripatetics, and he speaks of the 
opposition, as we shall presently find, with a full 
acknowledgment of its importance. Cicero cer- 
tainly makes use of a very poor expedient to justify 
this contradiction, when he says that, as a member 
of the Academy, he has a right to follow the pro- 

! Acad.i. 6, 22; Fin. v.3,7 26; v. 8, 22; 25, 74; 29, 88 
8g. ; 5,12; cf. 25,75; Tusc. iv. Off.i.2,6; Tusc. v. 11, 34. 
3, 6; v. 30, 85; Off. iii. 4, 20. 3 Acad. i. 10. 

2 Fin, iii. 3, 10 sq.; iv. 20— 

M 2 
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bability of that time without regard to conse- 

quences. But even for himself he seems unable 
in this discussion to find any fixed standpoint. So 

far, indeed, as the statements of both sides agree— 

in the universal principles of'life according to 

nature, and in the “unconditional appreciation of 

virtue, he is quite sure of himself;? but as soon as 
TERES ; 
the roads diverge he knows no longer which he shall 

follow. The grandeur, consistency, and severity of 

‘the Stoic ethics excite his admiration ; it appears 

to him nobler to regard virtue as sufficient for 

happiness and not to distinguish between the good 

and the useful, than to assent to the opposite view 

of the Peripatetics;* he finds the Stoics’ admis- 

sion of the affections weak, and their moral prin- 

ciples hazardous, since that which is faulty in its 

nature, like the affections, should not merely be 
restricted, or, still less, regarded as a help to virtue, 

but wholly eradieated. He reproaches them with 

the inconsistency of assuming goods with which the 

happy man may dispense, and evils which he may 

endure ; and thus distinguishing from the happiness 
of the virtuous as such, a supreme happiness, and 

from the perfect and complete life, a life that is 

more than complete He prefers, therefore, to follow 

the nobler mode of thought, to call the wise man 

happy under all circumstances, even in the bull of 

! Tusc. v. 11, 33; supra, p. Ritter, iv. 134 sqq., 157 sqq. 
157,1. * Tusc. iv. 18 sqq.; Off. 1. 25, 

2 Acad.i.6,22; Fin.iv.10,&c. 88; cf. Acad. i. 10, 35, 38. 
* Puse. vi ly Vs 20 tl; UL Be v. 24. 3g.3 LUST Na 

iii. 4, 20 ; cf. with the following, 12, 15 sq. 
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Phalaris ;* he desires to adopt, at any rate tenta- 
tively, the famous § ‘Stoic Paradoxes.’ If, however, 

we enquire more re closely into this Stoicism, it is 

clear that our philosopher is not so certain about it 

as we might have supposed from these utterances. 
A man of the world, like Cicero, cannot conceal 

from himself that the Stoic demands are much too 

exalted for men as they are, that the Stoie wise man 

is not found in reality,’ that the Stoie morality does 

not ot admit of being - transferred to daily life;4 he 

eannot possibly allow that all the wise are alike 

happy, and all the unwise absolutely wretched, and 

that there is no difference in value between the most 
hardened wickedness and the most trivial offence.^ 

But he believes he can show that the severity of the 

Stoies is not scientifically justifiable, and, moreover, 

that it contradicted their own presuppositions ; for 

if the first principle is life aecording to nature, 

among the things according to human nature are 

also to be counted sensible well-being, health, free- 

dom from pain, and an untroubled mind—even 

pleasure is not to be wholly despised. To live 

according to nature is not to separate oneself from 

nature, but rather to encourage and sustain it.® 

These arguments draw our eclectic philosopher so 

strongly to the side of the Peripatetics, that he 

declares himself to be of their number.’ The truth, 

. ! Tusc. v. 26. € Fin. iv. 11-15; Cato, 14, 
2 Paradoxa. 46; Tuse. ii. 13, 30. 
3 Lel.5, 18; cf. Off. iii. 4, 16. 7 In the fourth book of De 
4 Fin. iv. 9, 21. Finibus, it is Cicero himself 
5 Fin. iv. 9, 21; 19, 55; 28, who brings forward the Peri- 

77 sq. Cf. Off. i. 8. 27. patetic view. 
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however, is only finally expressed in his confession 

that sometimes the consideration of his own weak- 

nesses, and of human weaknesses generally, in- 

clines him to the laxer doctrine, and, at other times, 
the thought of the majesty of virtue inclines him to 

the stricter ;! he comforts himself therefore for his 

vacillation, by the conviction that it can exercise no 

essential influence on practical conduct, since even 

on the Peripatetic theory, a far higher value must 
be assigned to virtue than to all else.? 

It would be difficult to discover in these propo- 

sitions any new principle, and in the Ciceronian 

ethics generally any other characteristic than that 

of an eclectic and popular philosopher ; for even the 
trait on which Ritter lays stress,’ viz. that with 

Cicero, the honourable (honestum) takes the place of 

the beautiful (xaXóv) and that in connection there- 

with he ascribes greater value to glory than the 

Greeks did, even this is partly a mere difference of 

language, having no influence on the content of the 
moral principle ; and partly it is a concession to the 

Roman spirit, which, being devoid of any scientific 

foundation, can only be regarded as a further proof 

of the uncertainty of Cicero's manner of philosophis- 

ing. All the less reason is there to enter further 

into the details of Cicero's ethical and political prin- 

ciples than has already been done.‘ Striking as 
many of his remarks on these subjects may be, they 
show too little connection with definite philosophie 

T Tuso: V. 1, 3. * IV... 162 sgg. 
"XE, 11.3, TL © Phila. Gr. 113: pr 206 49: 
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principles to allow us to attribute to them any 

importance in the history of philosophy. His 

theories concerning the Deity and the essential 

nature of the soul must, however, be shortly men- 

tioned. 
The belief in a Deity, as already observed, ap- 

pears to our philosopher to be required, not 

merely by immediate consciousness, but also by 

moral and political interest. Without religion, he 

thinks, truth and justice, and all human social 

life would be at an end.' But the other argu- 

ments for the existence of God are not entirely 

repudiated by him, and he brings forward the 
teleological argument especially, in spite of the 

criticism of the Academy which meets it in its 

Stoic form, with full conviction. In regard to 

the nature of God, Cicero is, no doubt, in earnest 

in the remark which he places in the mouth of 

his Academic philosopher, viz. that nothing can 

be asserted with perfect certainty, about it ;* but, 
so far as the probable may be determined, he 

thinks he may venture to presuppose not only the 

unity of God? but also His spirituality ; this, how- 

! N. D. i. 2, 4; cf. ii. 61, 153. 7, 22; Somn. Scip. (Rep. vi. 17) 
Hence (N. D. iii. 2, 5; Legg. 3, 8 et pass. 

‘ii. 7, 15) the observations on 
the political necessity of relig- 
ion. 

? N. D. iii. 10, 24; 11, 37. 
3 Divin. ii. 72, 148; Tusc. i. 

28 sq. 
* N. D. i. 21, 60 sq.; cf. iii. 

-40, 95. 
5 Tusc. i. 28; 27; Legg. i. 

6 Tusc. i. 27, 66: Nee vero 
Deus ipse qui intelligitur a 
nobis alio modo intelligi potest, 
nisi mens soluta quedam et 
libera,. segregata ab omni con- 
cretione mortali, omnia sentiens 
et movens ipsaque predita motu 
sempiterno. Rep, vi 17, 8; 
Legg. ii. 4, 10, &c, 
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ever, he does not apprehend in a very strict sense, 
for he admits the possibility! that the Divine Spirit 
may be conceived, according to the Stoic view, as 
air or fire ; or with Aristotle, so far as Cicero under- 
stood him,? as ethereal essence: in the dream of 
Scipio, the supreme heaven, in agreement with this 
misconception of Aristotle is declared to be itself 
the highest god. But this closer definition of the 
conception of Deity had scarcely much value for 
Cicero himself. For him the belief in Providence 
is of far greater importance, though he allows even 
this to be doubted by his Academic philosopher.* 
Since he chiefly regards religion from the practical 
point of view, the whole significance of it is in his 
opinion comprehended in a belief in a divine govern- 
ment of the world :? the law of justice and morals 
is for him the type of the divine world-ruling wisdom.® 
From this standpoint only a negative or external 
relation was possible to the popular religion, unless, 
indeed, the violent methods of the Stoic orthodoxy 
were to be followed ; when, therefore, Cicero desires 
that the existing religion and even the existing 

a TWso.1.26,05; Of. 0. 20. 
* Twss 4. 10,223 X. 0: 1.19. 

30; cad. 1, 7, 29. 
* Rép. vi. 11,4. 
* JV. D, 3i. 10; 25-839. Ritter 

(iv. 147, 150) deduces from 
these passages that Cicero dis- 

for we are not justified, in the 
face of so many contradictory 
explanations (ride N. D. iii. 40), 
in identifying Cicero's own 
opinion with that here brought 
forward. 

^ Many passages in which 
believed in Providence, and 
opposed the Natural to the 
Divine, setting on the one side 
God without Nature, and, on 
the other, Nature without God ; 
but I cannot agree with this, 

Cicero treats of Providence are 
quoted by Kühner, Z. c. p. 199. 
I merely refer in this place to 
Tuse: 1.49, 118; Ne Dey oss 
egg: d. 12 ie homo 

$ Legg. ii. 4, 8. 
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superstitions shall be maintained in the State, he is 

speaking entirely from political considerations; 

personally, he not only makes no attempt to justify 

polytheism and its myths after the manner of the 

Stoics, but he shows by many utterances, and, 

above all, by the sharp criticism to which he subjects 

the popular belief in gods in his third book De 
Natura Deorum; and soothsaying in his second 

book De Divinatione, how far he himself stands 

from the national religion. Reverence for the Deity, 

which is consistent with a true view of nature, and 

coincides with true morality, is to be required ; the 

existing religion is to be maintained for the good 
of the commonwealth; superstition, on the other 

hand, is to be torn up by the roots ?—such, in a 

word, is Cicero’s theological confession of faith. 
With the belief in God, according to Cicero’s 

CHAP. 

view, as we have already seen, the conviction of Anthro- 

the dignity of human nature is intimately con- 

nected. This conviction also depends far more 

with him upon inner experience and moral self- 

consciousness than on any philosophic theory con- 

cerning the essential nature of the soul. If we 

consider the number of our endowments, the lofti- 

ness of our vocation, the high prerogative which 

reason confers upon us, we shall become conscious 

of our higher nature and descent? Accordingly 

! N. D. iii. 2,5; Legg.ii.7 sq.; ii. 28, 71 (Phil. d. Gr. IL i. p. 
18, 32; Divin. ii. 12; 28; 33,70; 311, 1). 
72, 148. 3 Legg.i. 7 8q., 22 sq.; Rep. 

2 Divin.ii. 72,148 sq.; N. D. vi. 17, 8. 

pology. 
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Cicero, in agreement with the Stoic and Platonic 
doctrine, regards the soul as an emanation of the 
Deity, an essence of supernatural origin;! without 
troubling himself to develop this notion more par- 
ticularly, or to define the relation between this 
supernatural origin of the soul, and the material 
origin of the body. But, as he is uncertain about 
the nature of God, so he expresses himself hesi- 
tatingly about that of the soul, and though his 
inclination unmistakably tends to explain it as an 
immaterial substance, or, at any rate, as a substance 
differing from terrestrial matter? he will not alto- 
gether exclude the possibility that it consists of air 
or fire; it is only the coarser materiality of the 
body that he unconditionally denies in respect to 
the soul? The immortality of the soul he defends 
at length, partly on the ground of direct conscious- 
ness and universal agreement,‘ and partly by the 
Platonic arguments;> if he also tries to silence 
the fear of death, even supposing that souls perish 
in death, this is merely the prudence of the 
Academician and of the practical man who would 

| Tuse.i. 97 : Animorum nulla 

in terris origo inveniri potest, 
&c. Loc. cit. 2b, 60; Legg. i. 
8, 24: Emstitisse quandam ma- 
turitatem serendi generis hu- 
mani, quod sparsum. in terras 
atque satum divino auctum sit 
animorum munere. Cumque 
alia quibus coherent homines e 
mortali genere sumpserint, que 
Jragilia essent et caduca, ani- 
mum tamen esse ingeneratum a 
Deo: OL Cate, 21, AT 

* Tuse 4. 27 29 0. 
3 Tusc. 1. 25, 00: Non est 

certe nec cordis nee sanguinis nec 
cerebri nec atomorum. Anima 
sit animus ignisve nescio ; nec me 
pudet, ut istos, fateri me nescire 
quod nesciam; l. 6.296, 65; 29, 70. 

* Tusc.1.12.89g. 2 Lel a 
Cato, c. 21 sqq. 

5 T'usc. i. 22 sqq.; Rep. vi. 
11,985 Coto, 21578: 

€ Tusc. i. 34 sqq.; Ey. ad 
Famil. v. 16. 
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make the moral effect of his discourses as far as 

possible independent of all theoretic presuppositions. 

He tries to prove free will as generally understood 

in the same manner as immortality, but the treatise 

which he devoted to the subject,' and which has been 

transmitted to us full of lacunze, contains no inde- 

pendent psychological enquiry. 
These traits will suffice to justify the position 

which we have assigned to Cicero, and to prove him, 

together with his teacher Antiochus, the truest re- 

presentative of philosophic eclecticism in the last 

century before our era. But that he was far from 

standing alone in respect to this kind of philosophy 

among his countrymen and contemporaries will be 
clear from our previous examination of the school of 

Antiochus. Among the Roman adherents of thismode 
of thought, M. Terentius Varro,’ the learned friend of 

‘Cicero was, after Cicero himself, the most important. 

His principal achievements lie indeed in another 
:Sphere ;* as a philosopher he did not exercise any- 

thing like the widespread influence of Cicero, 

though his historical knowledge of Greek philo- 
:sophy was perhaps more 

! De Fato. The principal 
propositions of this treatise (c. 
11) are taken from Carneades. 

? Supra, p. 99. 
3 The life of Varro falls 

between 116 and 27 B.c. For 
the rest, vide concerning him 
the histories of Roman litera- 
ture—Bihr, in Pauly’s Real- 
.encyce. d. Klass. Alterth. vi. 
1688 sqq., and the authori- 

thorough and complete. 

ties there quoted, Kritsche, 
Gott. Stud. 1845, ii. 172 sq.; 
Ritschl, ‘Die Sehriftstellerei des 
M. Ter. Varro, Rhein. Mus. 
N. F. vi. 481-560; Mommsen, 
Rim. Gesch. iii. 602 sqq., 624 sq. 

+ As Cicero (Acad. i. 2, 4 sqq.) 
represents him as saying of 
himself, though he has pre- 
viously praised his knowledge 
of philosophy. 
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Yet the philosophical direction taken by so famous 

a scholar ! and so well known an author must neces- 

sarily have been influential. This direction was, 

Cicero assures us,? that of Antiochus, whose lec- 
tures Varro had attended in Athens;? and Varro 

in his treatise on philosophy, so far as we can 

gather from Augustine,’ expressed himself quite 
in the sense of Antiochus? The sole aim of 

philosophy, he here tells us, is the happiness of 

man; consequently those distinctions of doctrine 

among the schools of philosophy are alone to be 

considered important which relate to the definition 

of the highest good.® Great, therefore, as is the 

! Doctissimus Romanorum he 
is called in Sen. Ad Helv. 8,1; 
and again very justly, vir Ro- 
manorum eruditissimus (Quintil. 
x. 1,95. Cicero( Acad. Fr. 36). 

saysof him (ap. Augustine, Cir. 
D. vi. 2), Homine omnium facile 
acutissimo et sine ulla dubita- 
tione doctissimo ; and Augustine 
(l. e.) says he is doctrina atque 
sententiis ita refertus that in 

respect to matters of fact he 
has achieved as much as Cicero 
did as a stylist. 

? Ad Att. xiii. 12: Ergo illam 
àkaðnuıkhy ad Varronem 
transferamus. Etenim sunt '"Av- 
Tióxeia, que iste valde probat ; 
(0. 195 L0: 25. In Varres 
mouth is placed, as we know, 
the doctrine of Antiochus, in 
the second edition of the Aca- 
demica (Acad. i. 4 sqq.). Vide 
what is quoted from Antiochus, 
sup. p. 94, with which Acad. i. 
2, 6, agrees: Nostra tu physica 
nosti: que eum contineantur 
ex effectione et ex materia ea, 
quam fingit et format effectio, &c. 

ie, Acad. 3. 3, 1237 tae 
Ad Famil. ix. 8; August. Cir. 
D. xix. 3,2: Varro asserit, auc- 

tore Antiocho, magistro Ciceronis 
et suo. 

* Cir. D. xix. 1-3. 
5 Cf. with what follows, the 

account of Antiochus supra, 
p. 94. In regard to this it is 
to be observed that Varro’s 
book, according to Cic. Acad. 
i. 2, 4 sqq., is later than the 
expositions of Cicero there 
made use of, only one of which 
is put into the mouth of Varro. 

5 Loc cit. 1, 8: Negue enim 
existimat ullam philosophice sec- 
tam esse dicendam, que non eo 
distet a ceteris, quod diversos 
habeat fines bonorum et malo- 
vum. Quandoquidem nulla est 
homini causa — philosophandi, 
nisi ut beatus sit: quod autem 
beatum facit, ipse est finis boni: 

nulla est igitur causa philoso- 
phandi, nisi finis boni : quam- 
obrem qua nullum boni finem 
sectatur, nulla philosophie secta, 
dicenda est. 
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THE HIGHEST GOOD. 

‘number of possible sects—Varro, sometimes indeed 

adopting very superficial grounds of distinction, 

enumerates no fewer than 288'—they may all 

be reduced to a few chief classes, if putting aside 
all that does not relate to the conception of the 

highest good we confine ourselves to the main ques- 
tion? But this concerns the relation of virtue to the 

first thing according to nature,? on which again de- 
pends its relation to all included herein, and therefore 

especially to pleasure and freedom from pain. Is 

the first thing according to nature to be desired for 

the sake of virtue, or virtue for the sake of the 

thing according to nature, or both for their own 
sakes? This, according 

! In their derivation, Varro 
(l. e. 1, 2) proceeds thus : There 
are, he says, four natural objects 
of desire: sensual pleasure, ab- 
sence of pain, the combina- 
tion of these two, and, as 
a fourth, the prima nature, 
which beside these include all 
other natural advantages of 
soul and body. Each of the 
four can be desired for the sake 
of virtue (the excellence super- 
added to nature by the instru- 

' mentality of teaching) or virtue 
may be desired for its own 
sake, or both may be desired 
independently. Thus we obtain 
four possible divisions. These 
become twenty-four, so far as 
a man desires each of them 
merely for his own welfare or 
for that of others. The twenty- 
four are again divided into 
forty-eight, of which the one 
half pursue their end as true, 

to Varro, is the funda- 

like all other dogmatic philoso- 
phers; the other as merely 
probable,like the new Academy. 
Since, moreover, each of them 
can adopt the ordinary, or the 
Cynic, manner of life (habitus 
et consuetudo) there result 
ninety-six divisions instead of 
forty-eight. Lastly, because in 
each of these sections, regard 
may be had to the theoretical 
(otiosus), the practical (negotio- 
sus), or to a life compounded of 
both, we must treble this num- 
ber, and thus we arrive at 
288.) 

2 That this is the case with 
the majority of the divisions 
named by him, Varro himself 
shows, J. c. i. 3, c. 2, begin- 
ning. 

3 The prima nature, primi- 
genia nature=T% Tp&ra Kara 
púsıv (cf. Phil. d. Gr. III. i. p. 
309, 1; 257, 2; 258, 1). 

His 
ethics. 
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mental question of all philosophy.! For a reply to 

it, he goes back to the conception of man, as it 
is only on this basis we can decide what is the 

highest good for man. But man is neither body 

nor soul exclusively, but consists of both together. 
His highest good must, therefore, consist of goods 

of the body as well as goods of the soul; and he 

consequently must desire for himself the first things 

according to nature and virtue. But the highest 

of these goods is virtue, the art of life acquired by 

instruction. As it includes in itself that which is 

according to nature, which also was present before 

the existence of virtue—virtue now desires all for 

its own sake, and in considering itself as the princi- 

pal good, it enjoys also all other goods, and ascribes 

to each the value belonging to it according to its 

relation to the others ; but equally does not hesitate, 

on this account, to sacrifice the lesser, if so it must 

be, to the greater. When virtue is wanting, no 

matter how many other kinds of goods there may 

be, they do not profit their possessor, they are 

not his goods, because he makes a bad use of them. 

In the possession of virtue and of the bodily and 
mental advantages conditioning it, lies happiness ; 

this increases when other goods with which virtue 

in itself could dispense, are added; it is perfected 

| Lo. 05.6. 2. is an inaecuracy which we 
2 C, 3, 1. That the prima must ascribe to Varro himself, 

nature in which Varro has and not merely to Augustine. 
previously included natural 3 Virtutem, quam doctrina 
advantages and dispositions of inserit velut artem vivendi — 
mind, is here identified with virtus, i.e. ars agende vite, 
the totality of corporeal goods, J. c. 
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when all goods of soul and body are found together 
and complete.! But to this happiness also belongs 

sociability, and to virtue the disposition which 

wishes for others for their sakes the same goods as 
itself; and this disposition must extend not only to 

the family and state to which each man belongs, 

but also to mankind and to the whole world, heaven 

and earth, gods and men.” Its external realisation 

is to be sought neither in the theoretical nor in the 

practical life as such, but in the combination of the 

two. But it must be absolutely sure of its principle: 

the principles concerning goods and evils must not 

be considered merely probable by us as by the philo- 

sophers of the Academy, they must be unquestion- 

able. This is the doctrine of the old Academy 

which Varro, like his master Antiochus, professes.? 

In this discussion we find no remarkable philosophie 

peculiarity: it contains no new thoughts, and what 

belongs to Varro himself in the views of Antiochus 
transmitted by him is characterised neither by 
acuteness of judgment nor by vivacity of style. 

But we can at least see that Varro had arrived at 

these views by his own reflection, and that the 

! Hee ergo vita hominis, que 
virtute et aliis animi et corpo- 
vis bonis, sine quibus virtus esse 
non potest (to these belong, as 
is afterwards explained, life, 
reason, memory), fruitur, beata 
esse dicitur: si vero et aliis, 
sime quibus esse virtus potest, 
vel ullis vel pluribus, beatior : 
si autem prorsus omnibus, ut 
nullum omnino bonum desit 
vel animi vel corporis, beatis- 

sima (c. 3, 1, Z. c. further on). 
* Varro is therefore quite at 

one with the Stoic cosmopolitan- 
ism; but he deduces from it the 
proposition that man can feel 
himself at home everywhere: 
exile, he says, (ap. Sen. Ad 
Helv. 8, 1) is not in itself an 
evil, quod quocumque venimus 
eadem, rerum natura utendum 
est. 

* Aug. 4. 0. 3. 2. 
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whole tendency of Antiochus corresponded to his 
way of thinking: that which must have recom- 
mended it to him and to his countrymen, was 
chiefly no doubt the practical aim of this philosophy, 
and that regard to the necessities of life which is 
prominent in its theories concerning the various 
constituents of the highest good, and the relative 
value of them. 

But the greater the influence allowed by Antio- 
chus to the Stoic doctrine,! the less can we wonder 
if Varro approached it in regard to some other ques- 
tion still more closely than in his ethics? If he 
explained the soul to be air which is breathed in 
through the mouth and warmed in the breast, in 
order to spread itself thence through the body, 
by reducing it to the Pneuma he allied himself with 
the Stoie materialism, to which Antiochus also is 
no stranger. He further discriminated with the 
Stoies the well-known three gradations and forms 
of soul-life? But his connection with the Stoic 
theology is of especial importance. In agreement 
with it, he explained the universe or, more pre- 
cisely, the soul of the universe as the Deity: only 
the parts of this world-soul, the souls ruling in the 

Ff. supe p. 92. 
? He himself, according to 

Cicero (Brut. 56, 205; Acad. i. 
2, 8) had the disciple of Panz- 
tius, L. Ælius Stilo (swp. p. 
11, 4), for his instructor. 

* Lactant. Opif. D.17: Varro 
ita definit : anima est aër con- 
ceptus ore, defervefactus in pul- 

mone, temperatus in corde, dif- 
fusus in corpus. Cf. Varro, L. 
Lat. v. 59: sive, ut Zeno Citius, 
animalium semen ignis is qui 
anima ac mens. 

' Vide sup. p. 95 sqq. 
? Augustine, Cir. D. : vii. 2, 

see following note. 
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different parts of the world, are they who are wor- 

shipped in the gods of polytheism, down to the 

genii and heroes.! But, like Panetius and Sceevola, 

he drew a marked distinction between natural and 

philosophical, mythical and civil theology,? and if 

! Augustin. Civ. D. iv. 31: 
Varro says: Quod hi soli ei vide- 
antur animadvertisse quid esset 
Deus, qui crediderunt eum esse 
animam motu ae ratione mum- 
dum gubernantem. | Loc. cit. 
vii. 6 (c. 9 repeatedly): Dicit 
ergo idem Varro... Deum se 
arbitrari esse animam mundi 

|. et hume ipsum mundum 
esse Deum : sed sicut hominem 
sapientem, cum sit ex corpore et 
animo, tamen ab animo dici 
sapientem ; ita mundum Deum 
dici ab animo, cum sit ex animo 
et corpore. Loc. cit. vii. 23: 
(Varro in the book concerning 
the Dii selecti) tres esse affirmat 
anime gradus in omni wniver- 
saque natura, those discussed in 
Phil. d. Gr, YII. i. 192: Nature, 
the irrational soul, and reason. 
Hane partem anime mundi 
(their rational part, their jye- 
povubvy) dicit Deum, in nobis 
autem geniwm vocari. Esse au- 
tem in mundo lapides ac terram 
... ut ossa, ut ungues Dei. 
Solem vero, lunam, stellas, que 
sentimus quibusque ipse sentit, 
sensus esse ejus. Althera porro 
animum esse ejus : ew cujus vi 
que pervenit in astra ipsam 
quoque facere Deos (it makes 
into Gods) ; e£ per ea quod in 
terram permeat, Deam Tel- 
lurem , quod autem inde per- 
meat in mare atque oceanum, 
Deum: esse Neptunum. Simi- 
larly in c. 6, the world is divided 

into heaven and earth, the 
heavens into ether and air, the 
earth into water and earth: 
quam [quas] omnes quatuor 
partes animarum esse plenas, in 
æthere et aére immortalium, in 
aqua et terra mortalium ; from 
the outermost circle of heaven, 
as far as to the sphere of the ` 
moon, extend the heavenly 
gods; between this and the 
region of clouds aéreas esse 
animas .. . et vocari heroas et 
lares et genios. Also in l. c. 
c. 9, he (for only Varro can be 
intended) calls Jupiter, Deus 
habens potestatem causarum, 
quibus aliquid fit in mundo ; 
in c. 11, and c. 13, he appro- 
priates to himself (for Augus- 
tine must have taken this from 
him) the verses of Soranus 
(sup. p. 74, n. end), in which 
Jupiter is called progenitor 
genitrieque Detim; and in c. 
28 he derives the male divini- 
ties from heaven or Jupiter as 
the active principle, and the 
female divinities from the earth 
or Juno as the passive principle, 
while Minerva denotes the ideas 
as prototypes. That all these. 
propositions are either directly 
Stoic, or allied with Stoicism, 
is evident from the proofs ad- 
duced in Phil. d. Gr III. i.p. 138 
sqq.; 146, 6; 315 sgg. 325. 

2 Aug. l. ce. vi. 5: Tria genera 
dicit esse (in the last books of 
the Antiquities, cf. c. 3) . .. 

N 
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he censured the mythology of the poets for relating 

the most absurd and unworthy things about the 

gods,! he did not conceal that he had also much to 

blame in the public religion: for example, he de- 

clared that the worship of images was a defilement 

of the true worship of God ;? that, for his part, the 

philosophie doctrine of the Deity would suffice,? and 

that he regarded the religion of the State merely 

as a civil institution, which, in the interest of the 

commonwealth, must make the most important con- 

cessions to the weakness of the masses. In all this 

there is nothing which goes beyond the Stoic doc- 

trine as taught by Panetius, but nothing on the 

eorumque unum miythicon ap- 
pellari, alterum. physicon, ter- 
tiwm civile. The first includes 
the poets, the second the philo- 
sophers, the third states (po- 
puli). In the first there is 
much that is opposed (vide 
following note) to the nature 
and dignity of the Deity ; to the 
second belong—Dii qui sint, 
ubi, quod genus, quale, a quo- 
nam tempore an a sempiterno 
fuerint; an ex igne sint 
ut credit Heraclitus, an ex 

numeris ut Pythagoras, an ex 
atomis ut ait Epicurus. Sic 
alias, que facilius intra pa- 
rietes in schola, quam extra in 
foro ferre possunt aures. 

! Loc. cit. (ride the previous 
note) with the addition: Zn hoc 
enim est, ut Deus alius ex ca- 
pite alius ex femore sit alius ex 
guttis sanquinis natus ; in hoc, 
ut Dii furati sint, ut adultera- 
verint, ut servierint homini : 

denique in hoc omnia Diis at- 

tribuuntur, que non modo in 
hominem sed etiam in contemp- 
tissimum hominem cadere pos- 
sunt. 

2 Loe. tit. 1v, 91. The ans 
cient Romans,’ says Varro, wor- 
shipped the gods for 170 years, 
without images: Qwod, si ad- 
hue inquit, mansisset, castius 

Dii observarentur (vi. T). Fa- 
tetur sicut forma humana Deos 
fecerunt, ita eos delectari hu- 
manis voluptatibus credidisse. 

3 Loc. cit. iv. 31. Varro hime 
self confesses that if he had to 
found a State anew, ex nature 
potius formula Deos nominaque 
eorum se fuisse dedicaturum. 

t That he regarded the re- 
ligion of the State as a political 
institution, is evident from J. c. 
vi. 4, where Varro says, if he 
had to treat de omni natura 
Deorum, he would first have to 
speak of the gods, and then of 
men; but as he has only to do 
with the gods of the State he 



THEOLOGY, 

eclecticism of an Antiochus.! 

follows the contrary order. 
For sieut prior est, inquit, 
pictor quam tabula picta, prior 
Saber quam edificium, ita prio- 
res sunt civitates quam ea que 
a civitatibus sunt instituta. 
How little the real philoso- 
phical doctrine of the gods 
was worth as a public religion, 
we have already seen (sup. 
p.177, 2). A public religion 
must include in it much that 
is mythological. Ait enim, ea 
que scribunt pobte minus esse 
quam ut populi sequi debeant ; 
que autem philosophi plus quam 
ut ea vulgus serutari expediat. 
Que sic abhorrent, inquit, ut 

tamen ex utroque genere ad 
civiles rationes assumpta sint 
non pauca. The philosophers, 
indeed, desire to teach by their 
enquiries, and so far (l. e.) it 
may be said, physicos utilitatis 
causa scripsisse, poëtas delecta- 
tionis. But this teaching is 
only for those who understand 
it, not for the masses. 

! As Krische (7. c. 172 sq.) 
rightly maintains, against O. 
Müllers assertion (Varro, Z. 
Lat. s. v.) that Cicero incor- 
rectly makes Varro a follower 
of Antiochus, whereas he went 
over to the Stoics. 

to 
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CHAPTER VIE. 

THE SCHOOL OF THE SEXTII. 

THE school of the Sextii occupies a peculiar position 
among the Roman philosophers. But even this school 

was not so independent of the contemporary Greek 

philosophy, nor were its achievements so important, 

as to obtain for it any extensive influence or long 

duration. Its founder, Quintus Sextius, wasa Roman, 

of good family, a somewhat later contemporary of 

Augustus, who had rejected a politieal career in 

order to devote himself wholly to philosophy.? After 

! Sen. Ep. 98, 13: Honores 

reppulit pater Sextius, qui ita 
matus, ut rempublicam. deberet 
capessere, latum clavum divo 
Julio dante mon recepit. As 
this must have occurred at 
latest in 43 B.c., and Sextius 
must have been at least 25-27 
years old (cf. Ott, Charakter 
und Urspr. der Spriiche des 
Sextius, p. 1), his birth must be 
placed in 70 B.C. or even some- 
what earlier. When Eusebius, 
Chron. zu Ol. 195, 1 (1 A.D.) 
dates the prime *of Sextus 
the Pythagorean philosopher ' 
at that period, he is too late 
if our Sextius be meant. That 
Seneca was personally ac- 
quainted with the older Sextius 
js not probable; the passages 

quoted by Ott, p. 2, 10, rather 
indicate the contrary. Zp. 59, 
15 04,2 529.3 De Ir8,2 36,7. 
refer only to his treatise. De 
Tra, iii. 36, 1, may either have 
been taken from a written work 
or from oral tradition.  Zp.73, 
12, may have been taken from 
such a tradition. In Zp. 108, 
17, Seneca gives an account of 
the doctrines of Sextius, after 
Sotion, as he himself says. 

? Vide the preceding note, 

and Plut, Prof an Vint: 5, p: 
TT: ka0dmep parl ZXétbriov Tv 
'"Peuatov àoewóra Tas èv TH Tó- 
Aet Tmas Kal &pxàs Sia iAonodíav, 
ev 0€ TQ diAXocooeiv ab madw 
ÓvomaÜoUvra Kal xpwuevoy TQ 
Aóyy xaXemg TÒ TpáTrov, dAlyov 
Sejoat karaBaAeiv éavrbv &k Tivos 
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his death his son appears to have undertaken the 

guidance of the school! Among its adherents we 
find mention of Sotion of Alexandria, whose enthusi-. 
astic disciple Seneca had been in his early youth ; ? 

Cornelius Celsus, a prolifie writer;? Lucius Crassitius 
. of Tarentum,* and Fabianus Papirius.? 

< õıhpovs. This transition from 
practical activity to philosophy 
seems to be referred to in Plin. 
Hist. Nat. xviii. 28, 274. Pliny 
here relates how Democritus 
had enriched himself with his 
traffic (this is also related of 
Thales) in oil (vide Phil. d. Gv. 
I. 766) but had returned his 
gains to those who had shared 
in it; and he adds : Hoe postea 
Sextius e Romanis sapientie ad- 
sectatoribus Athenis fecit eadem 
ratione: which does not mean 
that he carried on the same 
traffic, but merely that he si- 
lenced those who blamed him 
for devoting himself to philo- 
sophy, in a similar manner, and 
for his part renounced all 
profits. 
'1 There is no express tradi- 

tion of this; but as the school 
is universally described as the 
school of the Sextii (see the 
following note), and the elder 
Sextius as a philosopher is dis- 
tinguished from his son by the 
addition of Pater (Sen. Ep. 
98, 13; 64, 2), it is extremely 
probable. 

2 Sen. Hp. 108,17 sqq.; 49, 2. 
The age at which he heard 
Sotion, Seneca designated by 
the word juvenis, in Hp. 108 ; 
in Ep, 49, by puer.. It may, 
therefore, have occurred in 18— 
20 A.D. This date is also in- 
dicated by Hp. 108, 22; cf. 

Tac. Ann. ii. 85. For the dis- 
tinction between this Sotion 
and the Peripatetic of the same 
name, vide Phil. d. Gv. Il. ii. 3, 
and infra ch. xi. note 2. In 
support of the theory that the 
teacher of Seneca, and not the 
Peripatetic, was the author of 
the treatise 7epl dpyjs, Diels, 
Doxogr. 255 sq., rightly appeals 
to the similarity between a 
fragment from Sotion’s -epl 
òpyñs (ap. Stob. Floril. 20, 53) 
and Seneca, De Ira, ii. 10, 5. 
Also the repeated quotation of 
utterances of Sextius, De Ira, 
ii. 36, 1, points to this source. 

3 Quintil. x. 1, 124: Scripsit 
non parum multa Cornelius 
Celsus, Sextios secutus, non sine. 
cultu ac nitore. For further 
details concerning this phy- 
sician and polyhistor, vide Bern- 
hardy, Am. Litt. 848. 

4 A grammarian, who had 
already won for himself con- 
siderable fame as a teacher, 
especially in Smyrna, when he 
dimissa repente schola transiit 
ad Quinti Septimii [l. Seztà] 
philosophi sectam. | Sueton. De 
Illustr. Gramm. 18. 
: § This philosopher (of whom 
Seneca, Brevit. Vit. 10, 15 Ep. 
11, 4; 40, 12; 100, 12, speaks 
as of a deceased contemporary 
whom he had himself known 
and heard) was, according to 
these passages, a.man of excel- 

It became, . 
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however, extinct with these men: lively as was the 
applause which at first greeted it, in Seneca’s later 
years it had already long since died out.! The 
writings of this school, too, have all been lost, with 
the exception of some scattered utterances of the 
elder Sextius, of Sotion, and Fabianus.? 

lent character, non ex his cathe- 
drariis philosophis, sed ex veris 
et antiquis (Brevit. Vit. 10). His 
lectures and expositions are also 
greatly praised" by Seneca (Ep. 
40, 12; 58, 6; 100); and in 

Ep. 100, 9, he is described as 
an author to whom, in regard 
to style, only Cicero, Pollio, and 
Livius are to be preferred, 
though certain deficiencies in 
him are admitted. Seneca also 
says in the same place that 
he wrote nearly as much on 
philosophy as Cicero; and he 
mentions besides (4. e. 1) his 
Libri Artium | Civilium. The 
ectures to the people which 
are alluded to in “Hp, 52, 11, 
seem to have been of a philo- 
sophical character. The older 
Seneca, Controvers. ii. Praf., 
says that he was a disciple of 
Sextius (the elder) by whom he 
was persuaded to devote him- 
self to philosophy instead of 
rhetoric. To his manner of 
writing, Seneca is less partial. 
Some utterances of his are 
to be found ap. Sen. Cons. ad 
Mare. 23,5; Brevit. Vit. 10,1; 
13,93 JYat. Qu. i127, 3. 

! Sen. Nat. Qu. vii. 82, 2: 
Seatiorum nova et Romani 
roboris secta inter initia sua, 

cum magno impetu cepisset, ex- 
stincta est. 

? Of these three philosophers 
something has been preserved 

by Seneca, and of Sotion also, 
by Stobæus in the Florilegium. 
Moreover, acollectionof maxims 
exists in the Latin translation 
of Rufinus, which was first 
quoted by Orig. c. Cels. xiii. 30, 
with the designation Zétrov 
y@uat, is often used by Por- 
phyry, Ad Marcellam, without 
mention of the writer, and of 
which there is a Syrian edition, 
ap. Lagarde, Analecta Syr. Lpz. 
1858. (On the two Latin re- 
censions of this and the later 
editions, cf. Gildemeister in 
the preface to his edition from 
which I now cite; „Serti 
Sententiarum recensiones Lati- 
nam Grecam Syriacas conjunc- 
tim exh. Bonn. 1873). This col- 
lection, sometimes called yvauat 
or sententi@, sometimes enchi- 
ridion, and, since the time of 
Rufinus, also annulus, was 
much in use among the Chris- 
tians. Its author is sometimes 
named Sextus, sometimes Sixtus, 
or Xystus; and while most 
writers describe him as a Pytha- 
gorean philosopher, others see 
in him the Roman bishop Sixtus 
(or Xystus, about 120 A.D). Of 
more recent writers, many (e. 
Lasteyrie, Sentences de Sexti u$, 
Par. 1842 ; and Mullach, Fragm. 
Philos. ii. 31 $9.) regarded the 
maxims as the work of a 
heathen philosopher, and more 
especially of one of the two 
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"Whatever can be deduced from these utter- 

ances respecting the doctrine of the school, serves 

Sextii. (How Ott, Z. e. i. 10, 
discovers this opinion in my 
first edition, I do not under- 
stand.) On the other hand, 
Ritter (iv. 178) believes them 
to be the Christian rehabilita- 
tion of a work belonging to a 
Sextus, and possibly to our 
Sextius, but in which so much 
that is Christian is interwoven 
that it has become entirely use- 
less as an historical authority. 
Ewald (Gött. Aug. 1859, 1, 261 
sqq.; Gesch. d. V. Isr. vii. 321 
sqq.) on his side declares the 
Syrian recension of the collec- 
tion of sayings to be the true 
translation of a Christian ori- 
ginal the value of which he 
cannot sufficiently exalt, and 
the authorship of which he 
ascribes to the Roman Sixtus. 
Meinrad Ott, lastly, in three 
discourses (Charakter und Ur- 
sprung der Spriiche des Philo- 
sophen Sextius, Rottweil, 1861 ; 
Die Syrische ‘ Auserlesenen 
Sprüche, &c., ibid. 1862; Die 
Syrische * Auserlesenen Sprüche, 
ibid. 1863), maintains that the 
sentences were composed by 
the younger Sextius, in whom 
the original tendency of the 
Sextian school is said to have 
been essentially modified— 
partly by Pythagorean, partly 
and especially by Jewish in- 
fluences—and placed on a purely 
monotheistic basis. But com- 

_ pletely as he has proved against 
Ewald that the Syrian recen- 
sion is a later réchauffé, in 
which the original, translated 
by Rufinus, is watered down, 
and its original character obli- 

terated, his own hypothesis is 
nevertheless untenable. Inthe 
first place the presupposition 
that one of the two Sextii was 
the author of the collected sen- 
tences, would be most uncertain 
if this work itself claimed such 
authorship, for it only made its 
appearance in the third century. 
But we have no reason to think 
that the writer of the sentences 
wished to appear as one of the 
two Sextii. The most ancient 
authorities always call him 
Sextus; later writers, subse- 
quent to Rutinus, as we have 
seen, also Sixtus,or Xystus, but 
never Sextius (cf. Gildemeister, 
l.c. lii. $94.) ; so likewise Latin 
MSS. (Z. e. xiv. sqq.) and the 
Syrian revisers (7. c. xxx. 8q.), 
who both say Xystus. We can, 
therefore, only suppose that 
the author called himself Sex- 
tus, and not Sextius. Ott's 
theory would oblige us to sup- 
pose a radical difference to 
have existed between the doc- 
trine of the elder Sextius (who, 
to quote only this one passage, 
was so opposed tq the strict 
monotheism of the sentences, 
infra, p. 186, 4, that he calls 
the highest god Jupiter) and 
that of his son, whereas all the 
ancient authorities, without ex- 
ception, speak only of one school 
of the Sextii; and equal vio- 
lence must be done to the sense 
and the expression of the pas- 
sage in Seneca,- Nat. Qu. vii. 
32 (vide preceding note) in 
order to find in the Nova Sex- 
tiorum Schola the school of the 
younger Sextius as distinct 
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to confirm the judgment of Seneca that it possessed 
indeed great ethical importance and the vigour 

from that of his father, espe- 
cially as the predicate Romani 
roboris entirely harmonises 
with what Seneca elsewhere 
says of the elder Sextius (Hp. 
59, 7): Sertium . . . virum 
acrem, Grecis verbis, Romanis 
moribus philosophantem), and 
would, on the contrary, be little 
applicable to a mixture of Stoic- 
Pythagorean philosophy with 
Jewish dogmas. Lastly, and 
this makes further argument 
unnecessary, the references to 
Christian conceptions and to 
New Testament passages are so 
unmistakable in the sentences, 
that we cannot suppose their 
origin to have been either 
purely Roman, or Judaic and 
Roman. For though many 
echoes of Christian expression 
and modes of thought (as Gil- 
demeister shows, p. xlii.) are 
merely apparent, or intro- 
duced by Christian translators 
and revisers, yet in the case of 
others, as the same writer ad- 
mits, the reference to definite 
expressions in the New Testa- 
ment is undoubted. At p. 39 
the prospect is held out to 
those who live wickedly that 
they shall be plagued after 
their death by the evil spirit, 
wsque quo exigat ab eis etiam 
novissimum quadrantem. This 
can only be explained as a 
reminiscence of Matt. v. 26s 
p. 20 refers to Matt. xxii. 21; 
p. 110 to Matt. xv.11; 16 sqq. 
p. 193 to Matt. xix. 23; p. 242 
to Matt. x. 8; p. 336 to Matt. xx. 
28, where the 8:akovm65vai cor- 
responds to the ministrari ab 

aliis; p. 60 (cf. p. 58) to John, 
i.12. Less certain, but never- 
theless probable, is the connec- 
tion between pp. 233 and Matt. 
v. 28; pp. 13, 273, and Matt. v. 29 
8q.; Xviii.8 sq.; p.30and1 John, 
i.5. Also the homo Dei, p. 2, 
133 (Rufinus’ translation first 
introduces him at p. 3) belongs 
to the Christian nomenclature 
(vide 1 Tim. vi. 11; 2 Tim. iii. 
17) ; likewise filius Dei (pp. 58, 
60, 135, 221, 439) ; verbum Dei 
(pp.264,277,396,413); judicium 
(pp. 14, 347); seculum (pp. 15, 19, 
20); electi (p. 1); salvandi (p. 
143). Note further, the angels 
(p.32); the prophet of truth 
(p.441); the strong emphasising 
of faith (p. 196 et pass.). In 
many passages (cf. Gildemeis- 
ter, Z. e.) the Christian revisers 
have substituted fides and fidelis 
for other expressions. At pages 
200, 349 sq., 387, the persecu- 
tions of Christians, and at p. 331 
the falling away from Chris- 
tianity seems to be alluded to. 
The book of sentences, as it 
stands, therefore, can only have 
been composed by a Christian ; 
and as it refers to some of the 
latest writings of our New Tes- 
tament canon, and there is no 
proof of its own existence until 
about the middle of the third 
century, it cannot in any case 
have been written long before 
the end of the second century, 
and possibly not until the third. 
If the doctrines peculiar to 
Christianity are thoroughly ab- 
sent from it, and the name of 
Christ is not once mentioned, 
this only proves that the author 
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of ancient Rome, but that it contained nothing 
different from the doctrines of Stoicism.! The only 

thing that distinguishes the Sextians from the Stoics 
is the exclusiveness with which they confined them- 

selves to ethics; but even in this they agree with 

the later Stoicism and with the Cynics of Imperial 

times, Though they donot seem to have absolutely 
condemned physical enquiry,’ they sought and found 

their strength elsewhere. A Sextius, a Sotion, a 
Fabianus, were men who exercised a wide moral 

influence by their personality ;* and to their per- 

did not intend his work only for 
Christians, but for non-Chris- 
tians as well, and wishes by 
means of it chiefly to recom- 
mend the universal principles 
of monotheism and of Christian 
morality. Whether he himself 
was called Sextus, or whether 
he falsely prefixed the name of 
an imaginary philosopher Sextus 
(who in that case no doubt was 
already described by himself as 
a Pythagorean), cannot be as- 
certained. As before observed, 
the work does not seem to an- 

. nounce itself as the composi- 
tion of one of the Sextii. Still, 
it is certainly probable that the 
author borrowed the greater 
part of his sentences from 
philosophers; but as he never 
tells us whence he derived any 
of them, his collection, as Ritter 
rightly decides, is wholly use- 
less as an authority for the 
history of philosophy. The 
attempt to separate from ita 
genuine substratum, to be re- 
garded as the work of the two 
Sextii, would be purposeless, 
even if it were undertaken with 

more ingenuity than is the case 
with the attempt of J. R. Tobler 
CAnnulus Rufini, i.; Sent. Seat. 
Tüb. 1878). 

1 Nat. Qu. vii. 32; Ep. 59, 
7 (wide p. 677, 4; 679); Ep. 
64, 2: Liber Qu. Serti patris, 
magni, si quid mihi credis, viri, 
et, licet neget, Stoici. 

? [n regard to Fabianus at 
any rate, we see from Sen. Wat. 
Qu. iii. 27, 3, that his opinion 
about the dilweium (Phil.d. Gr. 
III. ii. 156 sg.) was somewhat 
different from that of Seneca. 
He must, therefore, have held 
the general Stoic theory on the 
subject. 

3 Cf. concerning Sextius, be- 
sides the quotation supra, p. 182, 
1 (Sen. Ep. 64, 3): Quantus in 
illo, D boni, vigor est, quantum 
animi. !. Other philosophers in- 
stituunt, disputant, cavillantur, 
non faciunt animum, quia non 
habent » cum legeris Seatiwm, 
dices : vivit, viget, liber est, supra 
hominem est, dimittit me plenum 
ingentis fiducie; concerning 
Fabianus sup. 181, 5; concern- 
ing Sotion, Sen. Zp, 108, 17. 

185 

CHAP. 
VII. 



188 

CHAP. 

MIL 

ECLECTICISM. 

sonal influence they attached much greater value 
than to scientific enquiry: we must fight against 

the emotions, says Fabianus, not with subtleties 

but with enthusiasm;! and concerning learned 

labours whieh have no moral purpose in view, his 

judgment is that it would perhaps be better to 
pursue no science, than sciences of such a kind.? 

The life of man, is, as Sextius argues,’ a constant 

battle with folly; only he who perpetually stands 

in readiness to strike can successfully encounter 

the enemies who press round him on all sides. If 
this reminds us of Stoicism and especially of the 

Stoieism of the Roman period, the resemblance is 

still more striking in the proposition of Sextius 

that Jupiter could achieve nothing more than a 

virtuous man. With this Stoical character, two 

other traits, which Sextius seems to have borrowed 

from the Pythagorean school, are quite in harmony : 
viz. the principle of rendering account to oneself 

at the end of every day of the moral profit? and 

results of it; and the renunciation of animal food. 

Sotion, however, was the first who based the latter 

precept upon the transmigration of souls: Sextius 
inculeated it only on the ground that by the 

! Sen. Brevit. Vit. 10,1: Sole- 
hat dicere Fabianus . . . con- 

tra adfectus impetu non sub- 

* Ren. Lp. 73, 19: Solebat 
Sertius dicere, Jovem plus 
non posse, quam bonum virum, 

tilitate pugnandum, nec minutis 
volneribus, sed incursu aver- 
tendam aciem non probam: 
cavillationes enim contundi de- 
bere, non vellicari. 

2 Ibid. 19,9. 
* Ap. Sen, Jp». B9, 7. 

which Seneca carries further in 
the sense discussed, Phil. d. Gr. 
IIT.3735. 2529/1597 

5 Vide Sen. De Ira, iii. 36, 1, 
with which cf. the Pythagorean 
Golden Poem, v. 40 $44. 
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slaughter of animals we accustom ourselves to 

cruelty, and: by devouring their flesh to enjoyments 

that are superfluous and incompatible with health.! 

Nothing else that has been handed down respect- 

ing the ethics of Sextius displays any important 

individuality. It was a more remarkable devia- 

tion from Stoicism if the Sextii, as has been 

stated,’ maintained the incorporeality of the soul; 

but this, after all, would only show that, while 

following the eclectic tendency of their time, they 

were able to combine, with the ethics of the Stoies, 

1 Sen. Hp. 108, 17 sqq. The 
discussions of Sotion, by which 
Seneca for a time was per- 
suaded to abstain from eating 
meat, are here expounded more 
at length. Of Sextius it is 
said: Hic homini satis alimen- 
torum citra sanguinem esse 
credebat et crudelitatis con- 
suetudinem fieri, ubi in volup- 
tatem esset adducta laceratio. 
Adiciebat, contrahendam ma- 
teriam esse luxuriæ. Colligebat, 
bone valitudini contraria esse 
alimenta varia et nostris aliena 
corporibus. With this the pas- 
sage in the sayings of Sextus, 
p. 109, agrees (ap. Orig. c. 
Cels. viii. 30): èuyúxwv xpos 
pev àbidoopoy, &mox) 56 Aoy- 
K@TEpoV. 

2 Vide the utterances of So- 
tion in the Florilegium of 
Stobsus, which no doubt be- 
long to our Sotion; the recom- 
mendation of brotherly love 
(84, 6-8; 17, 18); the say- 
ings against flattery (14, 10), 
anger (20, 53 sq.), about grief 
(108, 59), and on consolatory 
exhortations (113, 15). None 

of these contain anything by 
which we can recognise the 
school to which their author 
belonged. Our collection of 
sentences, however, it may be 
incidentally remarked, brings 
forward nothing which is not 
equally to be found in many 
other writers. 

* Claudian. Mamert. De Statu 
Anima, ii. 8: Incorporalis, in- 
quiunt (the two Sextii), omnis 
est anima et illocalis atque in- 
deprehensa vis quedam; que 
sine spatio capax corpus haurit 
et continet. The last clause 
reminds us of the Stoic doc- 
trine, that the soul holds the 
body together. Mamertus is 
not, indeed, an altogether trust- 
worthy witness; he also tries 
to prove (7. c.) that Chrysippus 
regarded the soul as immortal, 
because he required the con- 
quest of sensuality by reason. 
But his utterances about the 
Sextii are so definite that 
we must necessarily refer them 
to tradition rather than to any 
inference of this kind. 
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definitions from the Platonic-Aristotelian doctrine. 
We therefore find nothing in their school that is 
new and scientifically noticeable; it is a branch of 
Stoicism, which doubtless is indebted merely to the 
personality of its founder that it had an indepen- 
dent existence for a time; but we can see in its 
points of contact with Pythagoreanism and Plato- 
nism how easily in that period systems which started 
from entirely different speculative presuppositions, 
could coalesce on the basis of morality, when once 
men had begun to consider distinctive theoretical 
doctrines of less consequence than similar prac- 
tical aims; and that there was inherent in the 
ethieal dualism of the Stoa a natural tendency to 
the views which were most strongly opposed to the 
materialistic monism of their metaphysics, and to 
their anthropology. 



PHILOSOPHY IN THE IMPERIAL ERA. 189 

CHAPTER VIIT. 

THE FIRST. CENTURIES AFTER CHRIST. THE SCHOOL 

OF THE STOICS. SENECA. 

THE mode of thought which had become pre- cuar. 

‘dominant during the first century before Christ in Vli. 

the Greco-Roman philosophy, maintained itself Section IL t 
clecti- 

likewise in the succeeding centuries. By far the ,i inthe 
greater part of its representatives, indeed, were ad- i nies 

herents of one or other of the four great schools Christ. 

into which the domain of Greek science was divided The 

after the third century. The separation of these ^" 
G l 

schools had, indeed, been confirmed. afresh by two chavasten 
i . of philoso- circumstances: on the one hand by the learned phy WO 

study of the writings of their founders, to which the Tw 

Peripatetics especially had devoted themselves with "^ 

such zeal-since the time of Andronicus; on the or 

other, by the institution of public chairs for the four eye pity 
chief sects which took place in the second century ne phi- 

losophers. 
after the beginning of our era.! This learned 

activity must have tended to make the special cha- 

racteristics of the different systems more distinctly 

. | Cf. O. Müller, Quam curam Akad. 1842, Hist.-Phil. Kl. 
resp. ap. Grec. et Rom. literis Schr. 44 sqq. ; Weber, De Aca- 

. tmpenderit (Gott. Fin- demia Literaria Atheniensium 
ladungsschrift, 1837), p. 14 sqq.; seculo secundo p. Chr. constituta 
Zumpt, Ueb.d. Bestand d. philos. (Marb. 1858), and the quota- 
Schulen in Athen. Abh. d. Berl. tions at p. 1. 
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perceived, and to refute the idea upon which the 

eclectieism of an Antiochus and Cicero had fallen 

back, viz: that the divergences between them were 
founded rather upon differences of words, than mat- 

ters of fact ; and it might form a counterpoise to the 

eclectie tendencies of the time the more easily, since 

it was directed as much to the defence, as to the 

explanation, of the heads of the ancient schools and 

of their doctrines. In Rome, where in the first cen- 
tury not only Stoicism, but philosophy in general, 

was regarded in many quarters with political mis- 

trust, and had had to suffer repeated persecution,! 

publie teachers of philosophy were first established 

! The banishment of Attalus 
the Stoic from Rome under 
Tiberius (Sen. Suasor. 2), and 
that of Seneca under Claudius, 
were not the result of a dislike 
upon principle to philosophy. 
On the other hand, under Nero, 
laws were multiplied against 
men who had acquired or 
strengthened their indepen- 
dence of mind in the school of 
Stoics. Thrasea Paetus, Seneca, 
Lucanus, and Rubellius Plautus 
were put to death; Musonius, 
Cornutus, Helvidius Priscus 
were banished (further details 
later on); and though these 
persecutions may have had in 
the first instance political or 
personal reasons, a general dis- 

trust had already manifested 
itself against the Stoic philo- 
sophy especially, which Stoi- 
corum adrogantia sectaque qua 
turbidos et negotiorum adpeten- 
tes faciat (as Tigellinus, ap. 
Tac, Ann. xiv. 57, whispers to 

Nero); and Seneca (Ep. 5, 1 
8Q9.5 14, 155 103; 5) finds it 
necessary to warn the disciple 
of philosophy against coming 
forward in any manner at all 
conspicuous or calculated to 
cause offence; and so much 
the more as this had been 
prejudicial to many, and philo- 
sophy was regarded with mis- 
trust. The political dissatis- 
faction displayed by the Stoic 
and Cynic philosophers after 
the execution of  Helvidius 
Priscus occasioned Vespasian to 
banish from Rome all teachers 
of philosophy, with the excep- 
tion of Musonius; two of them 
he even caused to be trans- 
ported (Dio Cass, lxiv. 13); 
and this precedent was after- 
wards followed by Domitian. 
Being irritated by the pane- 
gyrics of Junius Rusticus on 
Thrasea and Helvidius, he not 
only caused Rusticus and the 
son of Helvidius to be executed, 
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as itseems by Hadrian;! and in the provinces, by 

Antoninus Pius:? rhetorie had already been simi- 
larly provided for by some of their predecessors,? 

and the ancient institution of the Alexandrian Mu- 

seum, and its maintenances designed for the support 

of learned men of the most various sorts, had also 

continued to exist in the Roman period.‘ 

but ordered all philosophers 
out of Rome (Gell. N.A. xv. 11, 
8; Sueton. Domit. 10; Plin. 
Ep. iii.11; Dio Cass. lxvii. 13). 
But these isolated and tempo- 
rary measures do not seem to 
have done any lasting injury 
to philosophic studies. 

1 Cf. Spartian. Hadr. 16: 
Doctores, qui professioni sue 
inhabiles videbantur, ditatos 
honoratosque a professione dimi- 
sit, which would only have 
been possible if they had before 
possessed them. Still less is 
proved by the previous con- 
text: Omnes professores et hono- 
ravit et divites fecit. That these 
statements relate not merely 
to grammarians, rhetoricians, 
&c., but also to philosophers, 
is shown by the connection. 

? Capitolin. Ant. P. 11: Rhe- 
toribus et philosophis per omnes 
provincias et honores et salaria 
detulit, Moreover, teachers of 
sciences and physicians were 
exempted from taxation. This 
favour, however, in a rescript 
of Antoninus to the Commune 
Asie (quoted from Modestin. 
Ewcus. ii.; Digest. xxvii 1, 
6, 2) was restricted in regard 
to the physicians to a certain 
number according to the size 
of the city; but in regard to 
the philosophers it was to hold 

Public 

good absolutely 8:4 Tb omavious 
elvat Tovs midocopovrras. 

3 Thus we hear of Vespasian, 
especially (Sueton. Vesp. 18), 
that he primus e fisco latinis 
grecisque rhetoribus (perhaps 
in the first place only to one 
rhetorician for each speech) 
annua centena (100,000 sestert.) 
constituit. The first Latin rhe- 
torician so endowed, in the 
year 69, was, according to 
Hieron, Hus. Chron. 89 A.D., 
Quintilian; a second under 
Hadrian, Castricius (Gell. JV. A. 
xiii. 22). 

* Cf. Zumpt, l. c. ; Parthey, 
Das Alexandrin. Museum (Berl. 
1838), p. 91 sqq.; O. Müller, /. c. 
p.29 sg. From the statement 
(Dio Cass. Ixxvii. 7) that Cara- 
calla took from the Peripatetics 
of Alexandria (out of hatred to 
Aristotle, on account of the 
supposed poisoning of Alexan- 
der) their Syssitia and other 
privileges, Parthey (p. 52) in- 
fers with probability that there 
also (though perhaps only in 
the time of Hadrian or one of 
his successors) the philosophers 
belonging to the museum had 
been divided into schools. A 
similar institution to the mu- 
seum, the Athenseum, was 
founded in Rome by Hadrian 
(Aurel. Victor. Ces. 14; cf. Dio 
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teachers from the four most important Schools of 

philosophy! were settled by Marcus Aurelius in 

Cass, lxxiii. 17; Capitolin. Per- 
tin. 11; Gord. 3; Lamprid. 
Sever. 35), That maintenance 
for the learned man admitted 
was also attached to it, is not 
expressly stated ; whether the 
words of Tertullian (Apologet. 
46), statuis et salaribus remu- 

nerantur (the philosophers), 
relate to Rome or to the pro- 
vinces, we do not know, but 
they probably refer to the 
western countries. 

! That Marcus Aurelius ap- 
pointed alike for the fourschools 
—the Stoic,Platonic,Peripatetic, 
and Epicurean—teachers with a 
salary of 10,000 drachmas each, 
is plain from Philostr. v. Soph. ii. 
2; Lucian, Kunuch. 3: accord- 
ing to Dio Cass. lxxi. 3, it was 
while he was in Athens, after 
the suppression of the insurrec- 
tion of Avidius Cassius (176 
A.D.) that Marcus ‘gave all 
mankind in Athens instructors, 
whom he endowed with a yearly 
stipend.’ At this time, or soon 
after, Tatian may have written 
the Adyos mpds “EAAnvas in which 
(p. 19) he mentions philosophers 
who receive from the Emperor 
an annual salary of 600 xpvaot. 
According to Lucian, /. c., each 

of the schools mentioned seems 
to have had two public instruc- 
tors, for we are there told how, 
after the death of *one of the 
Peripatetics, two candidates 
disputed before the electing as- 
sembly for the vacant place 
with its 10,000 drachmas. 
Zumpt (l. e. p. 50) offers the 
suggestion that only four im- 
perial salaries had been given ; 

but that if the existing schol- 
arch of a school was not in 
need of such assistance, a 
second teacher was named side 
by side with him, so that a 
school may have had two 
simultaneously— one chosen by 
the school, and one nominated 
by the Emperor. The passage 
in Lucian, however, is not 
favourable to this view. As 
the philosophers whom the 
Emperor endowed with the 
salary of 10,000 drachmas are 
first spoken of, and we are then 
told xal riwá pacw abTàv évay- 
xos &roOaveiv, ràv IIepvraTqTAKGV 
olua Tbv €repov, this manifestly 
presupposes that among those 
who were paid by the Emperor 
there were two Peripatetics, in 
which case the other schools 
must each have had two repre- 
sentatives in this reign. The 
choice of these salaried philo- 
sophers, Marcus Aurelius, ac- 
cording to Philostr., Lec., gave 
over to Herodes Atticus ; accord- 
ing to Lucian, Hun. c. 2 sq., 

the candidates brought forward 
their claims before the &piorot 
kal mpeoßúrartoi Kal coodóraToi 
TÀV èv TH TÓA« (by which we 
may understand either the 
Areopagus, the ova, or a 
separate elective council, per- 
haps with the participation of 
the schools concerned, and 
under the presidency of an im- 
perial official); but if an agree- 
ment could not be arrived at, 
the affair was sent to Rome to 
be decided. The imperial ra- 
tification was, doubtless, neces- 
sary in all cases; and in par- 
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Athens, which was thus declared anew the chief 
seat of philosophic studies; and thus the division 

of these schools was not merely acknowledged as an 

existing fact, but a support was given to it for the 

future which in the then condition of things was no 

slight advantage. In the appointment of the office 
of teacher, the express avowal of the system for 

which he desired to be employed was required from 

the candidate.? Externally, therefore, the schools 

remained sharply separated in this period as hereto- 

fore. 
As this separation, however, had previously done 

little to hinder the rise of eclectic tendencies, so was 

it little in the way of their continuance. The dif- 

ferent schools, in spite of all divisions and feuds, 

approximated internally to each other. They did 

not actually abandon their distinctive doctrines, but 

they propagated many of them, and these the most 

striking, merely historically as a learned tradition, 
without concerning themselves more deeply with 

' them ; or they postponed them to the essentially 

ticular instances the teacher of the second century, cf. also 
was probably directly named Philostr. V. Soph. ii. 1, 6, who 
by the Emperor; the words of in the time of Herodes Atticus 
Alexander of Aphrodisias may speaks. of the @pdxia kal Ilov- 
be taken in either sense, when, Tix&à meipdxia Kak BAAwY Ovary 
in the dedication of his treatise BapBdpwy tuveppunkéra, whom the 
rept eiuapuévns, he thanks Sep- Athenians received for money. 
timius Severus and his son, 2 Cf. Lucian, 2. e. 4: rà wey 
Caracalla, id rijs Üuerépas uap- obv Tdv Ad-ywr mponyævioTo avrois 
Tuplas Sididonados abris (the kal thy eumeplay Exdrepos àv 
Aristotelian philosophy) xex- dSoyudrwy émebébeucro kal ri rod 
pvyuévos. 'ApuyroréAovs Kal ray ékelyg 

! On the repute and popu- doKxodyrwy exero. 
larity of Athens in the middle 
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practical aims and principles, in which the different 

schools approached more nearly to each other; or 

they readily admitted many changes and modifica- 
tions, and without renouncing on the whole their 

distinctive character, they yet allowed entrance to 

definitions, which, having originally grown up on 

another soil, were, strictly speaking, not altogether 
compatible with that character. The Epicurean 

School alone persistently held aloof from this move- 

ment ; but it also refrained from all scientific activity 

worthy of mention.! Among the three remaining 

schools, on the contrary, there is none in which this 

tendency of the time did not manifest itself in some 

form or other. With the Peripatetics it is their 

restriction to criticism and explanation of the Aris- 

totelian writings, in which the want of independent 

scientific creative activity is chiefly shown; with the 

Stoics, it is the restriction to a morality in which 

the asperities of the original system are for the most 
part set aside and the former severity gradually 

gives place to a gentler and milder spirit: in the - 

Academy, it is the adoption of Stoic and Peripatetic 

elements, with which is combined an increasing in- 

clination towards that belief in revelation which in 

the third century through Plotinus became wholly 

predominant. ‘That none of these traits exclusively 

belong to either of these schools will appear on a 
more thorough investigation of them. 

If we begin with the Stoies we find that from the 

the Stoics beginning of the first, till towards the middle of the 
From the 

1 Cf. Phil. d. Gr. III. i. p. 378, and sup. p. 24 sqq. 
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third century, we are acquainted with a considerable 
number of men belonging to this school.! 

! Of the Stoics that are known 
to us, Heracleitus must 
first be mentioned in connec- 
tion with those named supra, 
p.71. This learned man (con- 
cerning whose Homeric allego- 
ries cf. Phil. d. Gr. III. i. 322 
sqq.) seems to have lived at the 
time of Augustus, as the latest 
of the many authors whom he 
mentions is Alexander of 
Ephesus (Alleg. Hom. c. 12, p. 
26) who is reckoned by Strabo 
(xiv. 1, 25, p. 642) among the 
ve@repot,is apparently alluded to 
by Cicero, Ad Att. ii. 22, and 
quoted by Aurel. Victor, De 
Orig. Gent. Rom. 9, 1,as author 
of a history of the Marsian 
War (91 sqq. B.C.) and must 
have flourished in the first half 
or about the middle of the first 
century before Christ. Under 
Tiberius, Attalus taught in 
Rome; he is mentioned by 
Seneca (Zp. 108, 3, 13 sg., 23) 
as his Stoic teacher whom he 
zealously employed and ad- 
mired, and from whom he 
quotes in this and other places 
(vide Index) sayings which 
especially insist, in the spirit of 
the Stoic ethics, on simplicity 
of life and independence of 
character. With this moral 
doctrine we shall also find his 
-declamations as to the faults 
and follies of men and the ills 
of life (7. e. 108, 13) reproduced 
in his disciple Seneca; what 
Seneca, however (Wat. Qu. ii. 
48; 2, 50, 1) imports to us 
from his enquiries concerning 
the portents of lightning, shows 
that he plunged much more 

The 

deeply than Seneca into the 
superstition and soothsaying of 
the school. On the instigation 
of Sejanus, he was forced to 
leave Rome (Sen. Rhet. Suasor. 
2). Somewhat later is Chere- 
m on, the teacher of Nero (Suid. 
'AAét. Aiy.), subsequently (as 
we must suppose) head of a 
school in Alexandria (ibid. 
Auovóc. 'AXAéE.) and an Egyptian 
priest of the order of the iepo- 
ypaumarets. That he was so, 
and that the Stoic Chzeremon, 
mentioned by Suidas, Origen 
(c. Cels. i. 51), Porphyry (De 
Abstinen. iv. 6, 8) and Apol- 
lonius in Bekker’s Anecdota, 
is not distinct from the íepo- 
ypauuareùs mentioned by Por- 
phyry, ap. Eus. Pr. Ev. v. 10; 
iii. 4; and Tzetz. Hist. v. 403; 
in Iliad. p. 123, Herm.,as Mül- 
ler maintains (Hist. Gr. iii. 
495), but that they are one and 
the same person as Bernays 
considers (Theophr. von der 
Frömmigkeit, 21, 150), I have 
explained in the Hermes, xi. 
403 sq. Inhis Egyptian history 
(fragments of which are given 
by Müller, /. e.) he explains, 
according to Fr. 2 (ap. Eus. 
Pr. Ev. iii. 4), the Egyptian 
gods and their mythical histo- 
ries in a Stoic manner with 
reference to the sun, moon, and 
stars, the sky, and the Nile, 
kal SAws Tdvra eis $vaikà; and 
in his 8:i9d^yuara r&v iepàv ypau- 
párwv (ap. Suid. Xap. ‘TepoyAug- 
ua) he declares, in agreement 
with this, thatthe hieroglyphics 
were symbols in which the an- 
cients laid down the voids 
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most important of them, and those who represent 

to us most clearly the character of this later Stoicism 

Ayos wept 0eàv (Tzetz. in Il. p. 
1235 Ch. 0. 6.146 ; Hist. v. 403). 

He is also in harmony with the 
Stoic theology when in a trea- 
tise on comets (according to 
Origen, 7. e.) he explained how 

it came about that these phe- 
nomena sometimes  foretell 
happy events.  Porphyry, in 
De Abst. iv. 8, end, calls him é» 
TOIS OTWIKOIS  Tpa'yuaT Ko TOTO. 
$iAocoQ);7as. He was succeeded 
in Alexandria by his disciple 
Dionysius, who is called by 
Suidas Atovic. 'AA. *ypauuaTiKbs, 
and was probably, therefore, 
more of a learned man than a 
philosopher. Seneca will be 
fully treated of later on. Other 
members of the Stoic school 
were the following :—Clara- 
nus (Sen. Ep. 66, 1, 5; he has 
been conjectured, though pro- 
bably erroneously, to be identi- 
cal with the Greek philo- 
sopher Corranus, Tac. Ann. 
xiv. 59; the latter was also a 
Stoic), most likely Seneca's re- 
lativeAnnzus Serenus(Sen. 
Ju. 09,147 De Const, 3.1: Oe 
Tranqu. An. 1; De Otio), his 
friend Crispus Passienus 
(Nat. Qu.iv.; Pref.6; Benef. 
i. 15,5; cf. Epigr. Sup. Exil. 6), 
and his adherent Metronax 
in Naples (Ep. 76, 1-4). He 
tries to include Lucilius also 
among the Stoics, inthe letters 
dedicated to him. Contempo- 
rary with him is Serapio, from 
the Syrian Hierapolis (Sen. Æp. 
40, 2; Steph. Byz. De Urb. 
'lepár.); and Lucius An- 
neus Cornutus of Leptis 
(Suid. Kopy.) or the neigh- 

bouring Thestis (Steph. Byz. 
©érrıs) in Africa, who was 
banished (according to the in- 
correct statement of Suidas, 

put to death) by Nero, on 
account of an objection he made 
to the poetical projects of the 
Emperor, in 68 A.D., according 

to Hieron. in Chron. (Cf., how- 
ever, Reimarus on the passage 
in Dio; he conjectures 66 A.D.) 
In the epitome of Diogenes 
(Part IIL iz 99, 2) "Cornutus 
closes the series of the Stoics 
mentioned by this writer. Of 
the theoretical and philosoph- 
ical works attributed to him 
by Suidas, one on the gods has 
been preserved (sup. Part III. 
i. 301 sqq.); this is doubtless 
his own treatise and not a 
mere abstract of it. He is 
described in the Vita Persii 
Sueton. as tragicus, to which 
Osann (on Corn. De Nat. Deor. 
xxv.) rightly objects. Further 
details concerning him and his 
works will be found in Martini 
(De L. Ann. Cornuto, Lugd. Bat. 
1825, a work with which I am 
only acquainted at third hand), 
Villoison, and Osann, /. c.; 
Pref- xvi. sqq.: 0. Jahn on 
Persius, Prolegg. viii. sqq. 
Among the disciples of Cornutus 
were (vide Vita Persii) Clau- 
dius Agathinus of Sparta 
(Osann, /. c. xviii., differing from 
Jahn, p. xxvii., writes the name 
thus, following Galen, Definit. 
14, vol. xix. 353 K), a celebrated 
physician, and Petronius 
Aristocrates of Magnesia, 
‘duo doctissimi et sanctissimi 
viri, and the two Roman poets 
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are Seneca, Musonius, Epictetus, and Marcus 

Aurelius. Heracleitus, on the other hand, is rather a 

A. Persius Flaccus (born 
in 34, died in 62 A.D., vide 
Vita Persii, and Jahn, 1. c. iii. 
sqq.) and Marcus Annaeus 
Lucanus the nephew of 
Seneca, born 39 A.D., died 65 
A.D., both put to death for 
having joined in Piso’s con- 
spiracy (vide concerning Lu- 
canus the two lives which 
Weber has edited, Marb. 1856 
sq.; the Vita Persii, Tacit. Ann. 
xv. 49, 56 sq. 70, and other 
statements compared by We- 
ber) of whom Flaccus espe- 
cially, as he says himself in 
Sat. v. regarded his master 
with the highest veneration. 
To the Stoic school belonged 
further, besides the contemp- 
tibe P. Egnatius Celer 
(Tac. Ann. xvi. 32; Hist. iv. 
10, 40; Dio Cass. lxii. 26; 
Juvenal, iii. 114 5354.) the 
two magnanimous Republicans 
Thrasea Pztus (Tac. Ann. 
xvi. 21 sqq.; cf. xiii. 49; xiv. 
48 sq.; xv. 23; Dio Cass. lxi. 
15, 20; lxii. 26; lxvi. 12; 
Sueton. Nero, 97 ; Domit. 10; 
Plin. Æp. viii. 22, 3; vi. 29,1; 
vii. 19, 3; Plut. Prec. Ger. 
Reip. 14, 10, p. 810; Cato Min. 
25, 37; Juvenal, v. 36; Epict. 
Diss. i. 1, 26 et pass.; Jahn, 
i. c. xxxvii. sg.), and his 
son-in-law Helvidius Pris- 
cus (Tac. Ann. xvi. 28-25; 
Hist. iv. 5 sq. 9, 53; Dial. de 
Orat. 5; Sueton. Vesp. 15; 
Dio Cass. lxvi. 12; lxv. 7), of 
whom the first was executed 
by Nero's order, and the second 
who had been already banished 
by Nero, was put to death, not 

without some reason, by order 
of Vespasian.  Rubellius 
Plautus also (Tac. Ann. xiv. 
22, 57-59) who was also put to 
death by Nero, is described as 
a Stoic. Lastly, under Nero 
and his successors, there lived 
Musonius Rufus and his 
disciple Epictetus, who, to- 
gether with Musonius' disciples, 
Pollio and Artemidorus, 
and Arrianus, the pupil of 
Epictetus, will come before us 
later on. Euphrates, the 
teacher of the younger Pliny, 
who equally admired him on 
account of his discourses and 
his character, was a contempo- 
rary of Epictetus and lived 
first in Syria and afterwards in 
Rome (Plin. Zp. i. 10; Euseb. 
e. Hierocl. c. 33). He is the 
same person whom Philostratus, 
in the life of Apollonius of 
Tyana, and the author of the 
letters of Apollonius, repre- 
sents as the chief opponent of 
this miracle-worker. Epictetus 
quotes an expression of his 
(Diss. iv. 8, 17 sqq.) and praises 
his discourses (4. c. iii. 15, 8; 
Enchir. 29, 4). Marcus Aure- 
lius (x. 31) also mentions him. 
His passionate hostility to Apol- 
lonius is alluded to by Philostr. 
V. Soph. i. 7, 2. The same 
writer calls him here and z. c. 
i. 25,5, a Tyrian, whereas, ac- 
cording to Steph. Byz. De Urb. 
"Emipady., he was a Syrian of 
Epiphania, and according to 
Eunap. V. Philos. p. 6, an 
Egyptian. Having fallen sick 
in his old age, he took poison 
118 A.D. (Dio Cass. lxix. 8). 

197 

CHAP, 
VIII. 



198 

CHAP. 
VIII. 

ECLECTICISM. 

collector and arranger of traditional material, and 

the same holds good of Cleomedes. 

One of his pupils was Timo- 
crates of Heraclea in Pontus 
(Philostr. V. Soph. i. 25, 5) ac- 
cording to Lucian (Demon. 3, 

Alex. 57, De Saltat. 69), who 
speaks with great respect of 
him ; and was himself a teacher 
of Demonax the cynic, and an 
opponent of the famous con- 
juror, Alexander of Abonutei- 
chos. A disciple of Demonax, 
Lesbonax, is mentioned by 
him (De Salt. 69). Under 
Domitian and Trajan we find 
the following names given by 
Plutarch ( Qu. Conv. 1.9, 1; vii. 
JT, 1): Themistocles, Phi 
lippus, and Diogenianus, 
to whom we may add the two 
philosophers called Crinis 
(Epict. Diss. iii. 2, 15; Diog. 
L. vii. 62, 68, 76). Also Junius 
Rusticus, executed by Do- 
mitian (Tacit. Agric. 2; Sueton. 
Domit. 10; Dio Cass. lxvii. 13; 
Plin. 4 c.; Plut.. Curiosit; 15, 
p. 522), whose trial gave oc- 
casion to the persecution of 
the philosophers, was doubtless 
a Stoic. The two Plinys, on 

the other hand, cannot be 
reckoned under this school, 
though they have points of re- 
semblance with the Stoics, and 

the younger had Euphrates for 
his teacher. Under Hadrian 
Philopator probably lived 
(Phil.d. Gr. II. i. 166, 1), whose 
disciple was Galen’s teacher 
(Galen, Cogn. an Morb. 8, vol. v. 
41 K); in the same reign, or that 
of Antoninus Pius, Hierocles 
may have taught in Athens 
(Gell. JV. A. ix. 5, 8), and Cleo- 
medes may have written his 

Concerning 

Kukic) 0ccwpía werewpwy ; for in 
this treatise he mentions several 
earlier astronomers, but not 
Ptolemy; he follows in it chiefly, 
as he says at the conclusion, 
Posidonius. Within the same 
period fall the Stoic instruc- 
tors of Marcus Aurelius: Apol- 
lonius (M. Aurel. 1. 8; 17; 
Dio Cass. Ixxi. 35; Capitolin. 
Ant. Philos. 2, 35 Ant; Pi. 10 
Eutrop. viii. 12; Lucian. Demon. 
31; Hieron. Chron. zu Ol. 232; 
Syncell. p. 351. Whether he 
came from Chalcis or Chalcedon 
or Nicomedia we need not here 
enquire), Junius Rusticus, 
to whom his imperial pupil 
always gave his confidence (M. 
Aur.1.1.175 Dio 4, es Capitol 
Ant. Phil.3); Claudius Max- 
imus (M. Aur. 9.156.497 vi: 
203 Capitol: 4 07) Cinna 
Catulus (M. Aur. i. 13; Capi- 
tol. Lc.); among them was 
probably also Diognetus(ac- 
cording to Capitol, c. 4, where 
the same man is most likely 
meant, his teacher in painting ; 
but according to M. Aur. i. 6, 
the first who gave him an in- 
clination to philosophy); Basi- 
lidesof Scythopolis(described 
by Hieron. Chron. on Ol. 232, 
and Sync. p. 351, as a teacher of 
Marcus Aurelius and probably 
the same whois quoted by Sext. 
Math. viii. 258, vide Phil. d. Gr. 
III. i. 87, 1; but not the person 

mentioned sup. p. 54), and some 
others (Bacchius, Tandasis, 
Marcianus; M. Aurelius 
heard them, as he says, i. 6, at 
the instance of  Diognetus) 
must be added. To these Mar- 
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Cornutus also, we know that his activity was 

chiefly devoted to grammatical and historical 

cus Aurelius Antoninus 
subsequently allied himself 
(vide infra). Under his reign 
Lucius, the disciple of Mu- 
sonius the Tyrian, is said to 
have lived, whom Philostratus, 
V. Soph. ii. 1, 8 sq., describes as 
the friend of Herodes Atticus, 
and represents as meeting with 
Marcus Aurelius in Rome when 
the latter was already emperor; 
he was the same person, 
doubtless, from whom Stobaeus 
(Floril. Jo. Damasc. 7, 46, vol. 
iv. 162, Mein.) quotes an account 
of a conversation with Musonius 
(his conversations with Mu- 
sonius are also mentioned by 
Philostratus); for though he is 
called Aóxios in our text of 
Stobsus, that is of little con- 
sequence, Here, as well as in 
Philostratus, he appears as a 
Stoic or Cynic, and he was no 
doubt the same Lucius who is 
mentioned Phil. d. Gr. III. i. 48, 
note, with Nicostratus. Brandis 
(Ueber d. Ausleger d. Arist. 
Org., Abh. d. Berl. Akad.1833; 
Hist. Phil. Kl. p. 279) and 
Prantl (Gesch. d. Log. i. 618) 
consider both to have belonged 
to the Academy, from the way 
in which they are named by 
Simplicius (Categ. 7, 5, 1, a) 
together with Atticus and 
Plotinus; but it seems to me 
that this cannot be proved on 
that evidence; there is more 
foundation for the statement, 
in their objections quoted by 
Prantl, Z. e., from Simplicius, 
against the Aristotelian cate- 
gories of the Stoic type, namely 
in the assertions of Nicostratus 

that no omovdatos is a pados 
(Simpl. 102, a), and that (7. c. 
104, a) an Gdidpopoy àðiapópy 
&vríkevroi, and similarly an &ya- 
bby &ya0d, e.g. the ppoviun Tepi: 
mdarno.s is opposed to the $poví 
eTácis (cf. Phil. d. Gr. III. 1. 
213, note); as also in the terms 
belonging tothe Stoicnomencla- 
ture, Adyot óporikol, &mouorixol, 
Oavuaorrixol, Wextixol (l. c. 103 
a) vide ibid. III. i. 103, 4. But 
the Musonius who is called 
Lucius’ teacher must be either 
distinct from Musonius Rufus, 
or we must suppose, even irre- 
spectively of the Túpios of 
Philostratus, his narrative to 
be inexact; for as Musonius 
scarcely survived the first cen- 
tury, it is not conceivable that 
his disciple should have come 
to Rome after 161 A.D. It 
seems to me most probable 
that the teacher of Lucius is no 
other than Musonius Rufus, and 
that the anecdote, ap. Gell. WA. 
ix. 2, 8,refersto him; while the 
predicate Tépios arose through a 
mistake from Tuppnvds (suppos- 
ing even that Philostratus him- 
self made the mistake); and 
that the meeting of Lucius 
with Marcus Aurelius either 
did not take place at all, or 
occurred before he became em- 
peror; partly because when we 
hear of Musonius we naturally 
think of the most celebrated 
man of the name, and the only 
Musonius known to us in that 
period; partly and especially 
because that which Lucius puts 
into the mouth of his Musonius 
entirely agrees with the quota- 
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works, and he therefore seems to have occupied 
himself with philosophy more as a scholar than an in- 
dependent thinker.! His work on the gods contents 
itself with reproducing the doctrine of his school; 

and if, in a treatise on the categories, he has con- 

tradicted ? not only Aristotle, but also his Stoic rival 

tion from Musonius Rufus (ap. 
Stob. Floril. 29, 78). In the 
first half of the third century 
we hear, through Longinus (ap. 
Porph. V. Plot. 20, of a number 
of philosophers, contemporary 
with this writer, and somewhat 
earlier, and among them are a 
good many Stoics. He men- 
tions as Stoics who were also 
known for their literary activity 
Themistocles (according to 
Syncell. Chronagr. p. 361 B, 
about 228 A.D.) Phoebion, 
and two who had not long 
died (méxpt mpeémv àkudcavres), 
Annius and Medius (Por- 
phyry, according to Proclus Zn 
Plat. Remp. p. 415, note, in his 
Zvuuukra IIpoBAfjuara, mentions 
a conversation with Longinus, 
in which he defended against 
Longinus the Stoic doctrine of 
the eight parts of the soul). 
Among those who confined 
themselves togivinginstruction 
are Herminus,Lysimachus, 
(according to Porphyry, l. c. 3, 
probablyin Rome),Athen:eus, 
and Musonius. At the same 
period as Plotinus, Trypho 
(described by Porphyry, v. 
Plat. 17, as Zreikós T€ kal IIAa- 
Twvikos) was residing in Rome. 
The Athenian Stoic,Callietes, 
mentioned by Porph. ap Euseb. 
Pr. Ev. x. 3, 1, came somewhat 
earlier, about 260 A.D. We 

know nothing as to the dates 
of the following men: Aris- 
tocles of Lampsacus (Suidas, 
sub voce, mentions an exposition 
of his, of a logical treatise of 
Chrysippus), the two namesakes 
Theodorus (Diog. ii. 104), of 
whom one probably composed 
the abstract of the writings of 
Teles, from which Stob. Floril. 
Jo. Dam.i. 7,47, T. iv. 164 Mein. 
gives a fragment; Prota- 
goras (Diog. ix. 56); Anti- 
bius and Eubius, of Ascalon ; 
Publius of Hierapolis (Mdéz- 
Aios) ap. Steph. Byz. De Urb. 
'AckaA. 'lepám ; the two name- 
sakes, Proclus of Mallos in 

Cilicia (ap. Suid. IIgókA.— one 
of these latter is mentioned by 
Proclus Jn Tim. 166 B, with 
Philonides among the &pxa:oi: 
if the pupil of Zeno is here 
intended (Part III. i. 39, 3), 
Proclus himself may be placed 
further back; but he cannot 
in any case be older than 
Pansetius,as Suidas mentionsan 
inméuvnua tev Aioyévovs copio- 
u&rev, no doubt written by him. 

! Cf. the references to his 
rhetorical writings, his expo- 
sition of the Virgilian poems, 
and a grammatical work in 
Jahn's Prolegg. in Persium, 
xiii. sqq. ; Osann. l. c. xxiii. sqq. 
“CE Phil. d. (Gr. Wie 1.620, 

note. 



CORNUTUS. 

Athenodorus, we can see from the fragments pre- 

served, that this treatise regarded its object princip- 

ally from the standpoint of the grammarian.? It is 

an important divergence from the Stoic tradition, if 

he really taught that the soul dies simultaneously 

with the body ;? this, however, is not certain, though 

it is possible that in his views of the subject he 
allied himself with Panetius. If, lastly, his ethical 

discourses are praised by Persius? on account of their 

good influence on those who heard them, we can 

hardly venture to ascribe to him in this sphere 

any important individuality, or striking effect on 

1 Simpl. Categ. b, a; 15, ò; 
47 €; 91, a (Schol. in Arist. 30, 
b, note; 47, b, 22; 57, a, 16; 
80, a, 22); Porph. in Categ. 
4, b (Schol. in Arist. 48, b, 12); 
l. e. 21; cf. Brandis, Ueber die 
Griech. Ausl. d. Arist. Org. Abh. 
d. Berl. Akad. 1883, Hist. Phil. 
Kl. p. 275. In this treatise 
was probably to be found the 
statement quoted by Syrian in 
Metaph. Schol. in Av. 893, a, 9, 
from Cornutus, that he, like 
Boéthus the Peripatetic, re- 
duced the ideas to general con- 
ceptions. 

? Porph. 4, b, says of him 
and Athenodorus : rà (nrovmeva 
wept Tav Aétewv ka0b AéEeis, ola 
Ta kúpia Kal Tà Tpomikà kal boa 
TOLUUTA . . . TÈ TOUTE OdY Trpo- 
$épovres kal molas éal Karnyoplas 
&mopoUvres al uù eópíakovTes 
èri pasiv elvai thy dialpeoiy. 
Similarly Simpl. 5, a, cf. 91, a, 
where Cornutus would separate 
the place from mov, and the 
time from moré, because the 

form of expression is different 
in the one case from the other. 

3 [ambl. ap. Stob. Ecl. i. 922. 
Does the cause of death lie 
in the withholding of the ani- 
mating air, the extinction of 
the vital power (révos), or the 
cessation of vital warmth? 
GAA’ ei obrws ylyvera: ó 0dvaros, 
Tpoavaiperrat 7) avvavaipeira 7 
Vvx? TE oHpati, kaðdrep Kovp- 
voUTos otera. 

* For though it is probably 
this Cornutus to whom the 
statement of Iamblichus refers, 
itis nevertheless possible that 
what he said may relate to the 
animal soul and not to the 
rational and human soul. The 
theories from which Iamblichus 
derives his assertion agree with 
the doctrine of the Stoic school, 
according to which death en- 
sues Stay avTeAQs yévnra: 3) 
üvecis Tov aigOnrikod mveduartos 
(Plut. Plac. i. 23, 4). 

5 Sat. v. 34 sqq., 62 sqq. 

CHAP. 
VIII. 



202 

CHAP, 

VIII. 

Seneca. 

ECLECTICISM. 

philosophy: had this been the case, he would have 
left stronger traces of it behind him. 

The case is different with Seneca.! 

! The extensive literature 
concerning Senecais to be found 
in Bahr, sub voce, in Pauly’s 
JHealeneykl. d. Klass. Alterth. 
vi. a, 1037 sqq. Cf. likewise, 

respecting Seneca's philosophy, 
Ritter, iv. 189  s4g.; Baur, 

“Seneca und Paulus (1858, now 
in Drei Abhandl. &c., p. 377 
8q0q4.); Dorgens, Senece Disci- 
pine Moralis cum Antoniniana 
Contentio et Comparatio: Leip- 
zig, 1857 ; Holzherr, Der Phi- 
losoph. L. A. Seneca: Rast und 
Tüb. 1858, 1859 (Gymn. progr.). 
Concerning Seneca's life and 
writings, besides the many 
older works, Biihr, l. ¢.; Bern- 

hardy, Grundriss der Hàm. Liter. 
4, a, p. 81l sqq.; Teuffel, Gesch. 
der Rom. Liter. 2, a, p. 616 sqq. 
Born at Corduba, of the eques- 

trian order, the second son of the 
famous rhetorician, M. Annaeus 

Seneca (Sen. Zyigr. S. Exil. 8, 
9; Lr. 88; ad Helv. 18, 1 sgg. 5 
Tacit. Ann. xiv. 53 et pass.), 
Lucius Annzus Seneca came as 
a child with his parents to 
tome (ad Jeie. 10, 2). His 

birth must have occurred, ac- 
cording to the statements in 
Nat. Qu. 1. 1, 8; Ep. 108, 22, 
in the first years of the Chris- 
tian era, In his early years 
and even afterwards he con- 
stantly suffered from ill health 
(ad Helv. 19, 2; Ep. 54,1; 65, 
1; 78, 1 sgg:; 104, D), and he 
devoted himself with great ar- 
dour to the sciences (Æp. 78, 3; 
cf. 58, 5), and especially to 
philosophy (Æp. 108, 7), to 

This philo- 

which Sotion, the disciple of 
Sextius (vide supra, 181, 2), and 
the Stoic Attalus (vide supra, 
195, 1) introduced him. He 
finally embraced the calling of 
an advocate ( Æp. 49, 2), attained 
to the office of questor (ad 
Helv. 19, 2), married (cf. De 
Ira, iii. 36,3; Ep. 50, 2; and 
concerning a child, Marcus, 
Epigr.3 ; ad Helv.18, 4 sqq.; and 
another who had died shortly 
before, J. c.2, 5; 18, 6), and was 
happy in his external circum- 
stances (l. ec. 5, 4; 14, 3). 
Threatened by Caligula (Dio, 
lix. 19), and banished to Cor- 
sica under Claudius in 41 A.D. 
in consequence of the affair of 
Messalina (Dio, lx. 8; lxi. 10; 
sen. Epigr. S. Erilio ad Polyb. 
13, 2; 18, 9; ad Helv. 15, 2 sq.), 
he was only recalled after her 
fall by Agrippina in 50 A.D. 
He was immediately made 
pretor, and the education of 
Nero was confided to him (Tac. 
Ann. xii. 8). After Nero's ac- 
cession to the throne, he, to- 
gether with Burrhus, was for 
a long time the guide of the 
Roman empire and of the young 
sovereign (Tac. xiii. 2), Further 
details as to Seneca's public life 
and character will be found 
infra, p. 232, 8). With the 
death of Burrhus, however, 
his influence came to an 
end; Nero discarded the coun- 

sellor who had long become 
burdensome to him (Tac. xiv. 
52 sqq.) and seized the first 
opportunity of ridding himself 



SENECA. 

| sopher not only enjoys a high reputation! with his 

contemporaries, and with posterity, and possesses for 

us, considering that most of the Stoical writings 

have been destroyed, an especial importance, but 

he is in himself a really great representative of his 

school, and one of the most influential leaders of the 

tendency which this school took in the Roman 

world, and especially in the times of the 

Emperors. He is not, indeed, to be regarded as its 

- first founder: imperfectly as the history of Roman 

Stoicism is known to us, we can clearly perceive that 

from the time of Panetius, with the growing re- 

striction to ethics, the tendency also to the soften- 

ing of the Stoie severity and the approximation to 

other systems is on the increase; and if the moral 

doctrine of Stoicism on the other hand was again 

rendered more stringent in the code of the Sextians, 

and of the revived Cynicism (vide infra), the neg- 

lect of school theories and the emphasising of all 

of the man whom he hated 
(cf. xv. 45, 46) and, perhaps, 
also feared. The conspiracy of 
Piso in the year 65 A.D. fur- 
nished a pretext for the bloody 
mandate, to which the philo- 
sopher submitted with manly 
fortitude. His second wife 
Paulina (Hp. 104, 1 sgq.), who 
wished to die with him, was 
hindered in her purpose after 
she had already opened her 
arteries (Tac. Ann. xv. 56-64). 

! Concerning the favourable 
yerdicts of antiquity—of Quin- 
tilian (who, indeed, censures 
Seneca, Inst. x. 1, 125 sqq., for 

many things as an author and 
philosopher, but at the same 
time testifies to his great merits 
—ingenium facile et copiosum, 
plurimum studii, multa, rerum 
cognitio—and the extraordinary 
reputation he enjoyed) ; Plinius 
(H. Nat. xiv. 5, 51); Tacitus 
(Ann. xiii. 3); Columella (R. 
R. iii. 3); Dio Cass. (lix. 19); 
and the Christian writers (cf. 
Holzherr, i. lsq.). Others, in- 
deed, as Gell. N.A. xii. 2, and 
Fronto, ad Anton. 4, 1 sq., 123 
sqq., speak of him with very 
little appreciation. 
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that is universally human, based upon immediate 
consciousness and important for moral life—the 
universalistic development of ethies—the endeavour 
after a system more generally comprehensible and 
more practicably efficient was demanded from this 
side also. "These traits, however, are still more 
thoroughly developed in Seneca and his followers, 
and little as they wished to give up the doctrines of 
their school, boldly as they sometimes express the 
Stoical doctrines, on the whole, Stoicism with them 
takes the form more and more of universal moral 
and religious conviction ; and in the matter of their 
doctrines, side by side with the inner freedom of 
the individual, the principles of universal love of 
mankind, forbearance towards human weakness, sub- 
mission to the Divine appointments have a promin- 
ent place. 

In Seneca, the freer position in regard to the 
doctrine of his school which he claimed ! for himself, 

! That Seneca is and professes 
to be a Stoic requires no proof. 
Cf. the use of nos and nostri, Ep. 

113, 1; 117, 6 &t pass. ; and the 
panegyrics he bestows on Stoic- 
ism, De Const. 1; Cons. ad Helv. 
12, 14; Clement, i1.5, 3; Ep. 83, 9. 
He expresses himself, however, 
very decidedly on the right of 
independent judgment, and on 
the task of augmenting by our 
own enquiries the inheritance 
we have derived from our prede- 
cessors (V. B. 3, 2; Dé Ctio; 3, 
ps Ep. 93, 11:545, [:90 70 
64, 7 sqq.). He does not hesi- 
tate, as we shall find, to oppose 

tenets and customs of his 

school, and unreservedly to ap- 
propriate anything that he finds 
serviceable, even beyond its 
limits (Zp. 16, 7 ; De Ira, i. 6, 
5). He very frequently applies 
in this manner sayings of Epi- 
curus, whom he judges in regard 
to his personal merits with a 
fairness that is most surprising 
froma Stoic (vide Phil. d. Gr. TII. 
i. 446, 5); and if in this he may, 
perhaps, be influenced, by the 
predilectionof his friend Lucilius 
for Epicurus, it is, nevertheless, 
unmistakable that he wishes to 
show his own impartiality by 
this appreciative treatment of a 
much-abused opponent. 



SENECA. 

is shown in his views concerning the end and problem 

of philosophy. If in the original tendencies of 
Stoicism there already lay a preponderance of the 
practical interest over the theoretical, with Seneca 

this was so greatly increased that he regarded many 

things considered by the older teachers of the school 
to be essential constituents of philosophy, as un- 

necessary and superfluous. Though he repeats in a 

general manner the Stoic determinations respecting 
the conception and parts of philosophy,! he lays even 

greater stress than his predecessors on its moral end 

and aim; the philosopher is a pedagogue of human- 

ity,? philosophy is the art of life, the doctrine of 

morals, the endeavour after virtue:* in philosophy 

‘we are concerned not with a game of quick-witted- 

ness and skill, but with the cure of grave evils ;* it 
teaches us not to talk, but to act, and all that a 

man learns is only useful when he applies it to his 
moral condition. According to its relation to this 

ultimate end the value of every scientific activity is 

to be judged: that which does not effect our moral 

1 Cf. in regard to the latter 
Phil. d. Gv. III. i. 51, 2, and to 
the former, J. c. 61, 1; 64, 1; 
67, 2; 207 ; and Ep. 94; 47 sq. ; 
95, 10. 

4 Ep. 117, 38: Adice nuno, 
quod adsuescit animus delectare 
se potius quam sanare et philo- 
sophiam oblectamentum facere, 
cum remedium sit. 

? Ep. 89, 13. Aristo main- 
tained that the parsznetic part 
of Ethics is the affair of the 
pedagogue, and not of the philo- 
sopher: Tamquam quicquam 
aliud sit sapiens quam generis 
humani pedagogus. 

3 Phil. d. Gr. IIL 1, pp. 51,2; 
54, 1; Ep. 117, 12 ; 94, 39. 

5 Ep. 20, 2: Facere docet 
DANA non dicere, &c., 24, 
15. 

9* Ep. 89, 18: Quicquid le- 
geris ad mores statim referas. 
Loc. cit. 28: Hee aliis die... 
omnia ad mores et ad sedan- 
dam rabiem adfectwwm referens. 
Similarly 117, 33. 
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condition is useless, and the philosopher cannot find 
adequate words to express his sense of the folly of 

those who meddle with such things ; though even in 
the warmth of his zeal he cannot help showing how 

conversant he himself is with them. What are we 

profited, he asks, by all the enquiries with which 

the antiquarians occupy themselves? Who has ever 

become the better and the juster for them ?! How 
small appears the value of the so-called liberal arts, 

when we remember that it is virtue alone that is 

important, that it claims our whole soul, and that 

philosophy only leads to virtue!? But how much 

that is superfluous has even philosophy admitted into 

itself, how much trifling word-catching and unprofit- 

able subtlety! Even in the Stoic SchooL? how many 

things of this kind have found entrance! Seneca 

for his part will have nothing to do with them, even 

in cases where the subtleties of which he complains 

| Brevit. Vit. 13, where after scientia bonorum ac malorum 

the citation of numerous ex- 
amples of antiquarian and his- 
torical enquiries he concludes 
thus: Cujus ista errores minu- 
ent, cujus cupiditates prement ? 
Quem fortiorem,quem justiorem, 
quem liberaliorem facient ? 

? This is discussed at length 
in Ep. 88. Seneca here shows 
that grammar, music, geometry, 

arithmetie, and astronomy are 
at most a preparation for the 
higher instruction, but in them- 
selves are of subordinate value 
(p. 20): Scis que recta sit linea: 
quid tibi prodest, si quid in vita 
rectum sit, ignoras ? &c.(p. 13). 
Una re consummatur animus, 

immutabili, que soli philosophie 
competit : nihil autem ulla ars 
alia de bonis ac malis querit 
(p. 28). Magna et spatiosa res 
est sapientia.  Vacuo illi loco 
opus est : de divinis humanisque 
discendum est, de preteritis, de 
futuris, de caducis, de «ternis, 
&c. Hee tam multa, tam 
magna ut habere possint liberum 
hospitium, supervacua ex animo 
tollenda sunt. Non dabit se in 
has angustias virtus: laxum 
spatium res magna desiderat. 
Expellantur omnia. Totum pec- 
tus illi vacet (p. 38-85). 

* Cf. Ep. 88, 42, 
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are evidently connected with the presuppositions 
of the Stoic doctrine, and in the same way he 

easily disposes of the dialectical objections of their 

opponents: he considers as trifling juggleries not 

worth the trouble of investigating, not only the 

fallacies which so readily occupy the ingenuity of a 

Chrysippus and his followers,? but also those compre- 

hensive discussions of the sceptics, which gave the 

ancient Stoa so much employment ; and the eclectic 

arguments against the sensible phenomenon are 

simply reckoned by him among the superfluous and 

trifling enquiries which merely serve to divert us 

from the things that are necessary for us to know.’ 

1 Ep. 117,13 ; Ep. 113, 1 sqq. 
In both cases he embarks on 
the exposition and refutation 
of the Stoic definitions of the 
long and the broad in order to 
accuse theirauthors and himself 
of having wasted their time 
with such useless questions in- 
stead of employing themselves 
in something necessary and 
profitable. Similarly in Zp. 106 
et passim ; vide infra, p. 208, 1. 

2 Ep. 45, 4 His predeces- 
sors, the great men, have left 
many problems: Ht invenissent 
forsitan necessaria, nisi et super- 
vacua quesissent. Multum illis 
temporis verborum | cavillatio 
eripuit et captiose disputationes, 
que acumen inritum . . . exer- 
cent. We should search out 
not the meaning of words, but 
things—the good and the evil ; 
and not fence with sophisms the 
acetabula prestigiatorum (cf. 
the Wndomaikra: of Arcesilaus, 
Phil. d. Gr. III. i. 495, 4) igno- 

rance of which does not harm, 
nor knowledge of them profit 
us: Quid me detines in eo, quem 
tu ipse Vevdduevoy adpellas . . .? 
Ecce tota mihi vita mentitur, 
&c. Similarly Zp. 48; 49 
b, sqq. 

* Ep. 88, 48: Audi, quantum 
mali faciat nimia subtilitas et 
quam infesta veritati sit. Pro- 
tagoras says we can dispute for 
and against everything; Nau- 
siphanes, that everything is 
not, just as much as it is; Par- 
menides, that nothing is except 
the universe; Zeno, of Elea, 
nihil esse. Circa eadem fere Pyr- 
rhonei versantur et Megarici et 
Eretrici et Academici, qui no- 
vam induxerunt scientiam, nihil 
scire hec omnia in illum super 
vacuum studiorum liberalium 
gregem «comice, &c. Non facile 
diwerim, utris magis irascar, 
illis qui non nihil scire volue- 
runt, an illis, qui ne hoe quidem 
nobis reliquerunt, nihil scire. 

Superflu- 
ousness of - 
dialectic. 
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Wisdom, he says, is a simple thing and requires no 

great learning: it is only our want of moderation 

which so extends the sphere of philosophy ; for life, 
the School questions are for the most part worthless ; ! 

they injure, indeed, rather than benefit, for they render 

the mind small and weakly, instead of elevating it.? 
We certainly cannot, as we have already seen and 

shall see later on, take Seneca exactly at his word in 

regard to such declarations; but it is undeniable 

that he wishes to limit philosophy in principle to 

moral problems, and only admits other things so far 

as they stand in manifest connection with those 
problems. 

This principle must inevitably separate our phi- 

losopher from that portion of philosophy to which 

the older Stoies had originally paid great attention, 

but which they had ultimately regarded as a mere 

outwork of their system—viz., Logic. If, therefore, 

Seneca includes it under the three chief divisions of 

philosophy,’ the subject is only cursorily and occa- 

Jp. AT, 4.39.; 817, 98 39.5 885 upp. 106, Ti. After a 
36: Plus scire velle quam sit thorough discussion of the pro- 

position that the good is a body 
(Part 1H. 3120,71, 975 119, 055 
Latrunculis ludimus, in super- 
vacaneis subtilitas teritur : non 
faciunt bonos ista, sed doctos, 
apertior ves est sapere, immo 
simplicior. | Paucis est ad men- 
tem bonam uti literis : sed nos 
ut cetera in supervacaneum 
diffundimus, ita philosophiam 
ipsum. Quemadmodum omnium 
rerum, sic literarum quoque 
intemperantia laboramus: non 
rite sed schole discimus. Cf. 

satis, intemperanti@ genus est. 
* In JE». 117, 18; “atter.dis- 

cussing the statement that sa- 
pientia,and not sapere, is a good: 
Omnia ista circa sapientiam, non 
in ipsa sunt: at nobis in ipsa 
commorandum est .. . hee vero, 
de quibus paulo ante dicebam, 
minuunt et. deprimunt, nec, ut 
putatis, exacuunt, sed extenuant. 

Similarly, Hp. 82, 22. 
* Vide Phil.d. Gr. MEI 61, 1; 

64,1; 67,2. Elsewhere, however 
(Ep. 95, 10), philosophy is di- 



LOGIC AND PHYSICS. 

sionally touched upon in his writings. He expresses 
- himself at times in agreement with his school re- 

_ specting the origin of conceptions, and the demon- 

- strative force of general opinion;! he speaks of 

the highest conception and of the most universal 

. conceptions subordinated to it ;? he shows generally 

that he is well acquainted with the logical defini- 

tions of his school ;? but he himself has no inclin- 

ation to enter into them more deeply, because in 

his opinion this whole region lies too far from that 

which alone occupied him in the last resort—the 
moral problem of man. 

Far greater is the value which he ascribes to 

- Physies, as in his writings also he has devoted to it 

greater space. He praises Physics for imparting to 

the mind the elevation of the subjects with which 

it occupies itself;* in the preface, indeed, to his 

writings on Natural History,? he goes so far as to 

vided, as with the Peripatetics, 
- into theoretical and practical 
philosophy ; and in Æp. 94, 45, 
virtue is similarly divided (as 
with Panstius, vide supra, p. 
48). This division was all the 
more obvious to a philosopher 
who ascribed no independent 
value to logic. 

Loo! PAi.d.Gr.11I.i.74,3; 75,2. 
2 Ep. 58, 8 sqq.; Phil. d. Gr. 

TII. i. 92. The highest concep- 
tion is that of Being ; this is 

- partly corporeal, partly incor- 
poreal ; the corporeal is partly 
living, and partly lifeless; the 
living is partly animated with a 
souland partly inanimate (Wux} 
and vats, vide ibid. III. i. 192, 

3); the animate is partly mortal 
and partly immortal (cf. Zp. 
124, 14). 

3 Besides the quotations su- 
pra, pp. 207, 1; 208, 1, 2, cf. in 
regard to this, Hp. 113, 4 8q., 
and Phil. d. Gr.IIL i. 97, 2; Ep. 
102, 6 sg. ; Nat. Qu. II. 2, 2, and 
Phil. d. Gr. TII. i. 96, 2; 118, 4, 

* Ep. 117, 19: De Deorum 
natura queramus, de siderwm 
alimento, de his tam variis stel- 
larum  discursibus, &c. Testa 
jam a formatione morum reces- 
serunt: sed levant animum et 
ad ipsarwm quas tractant rerum 
magnitudinem adtollunt. 

5 Nat. Qu. i. Prol. Of. vi, 
4, 2: * Quod, inquis, ‘erit pre- 

P 
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maintain that Physies are higher than Ethies, in 

proportion as the Divine with which they are con- 

cerned is higher than the Human; they alone lead 

us from earthly darkness into the light of heaven, 

show us the internal part of things, the Author and 

arrangement of the world; it would not be worth 

while to live, if physical investigations were forbidden 

us. Where would be the greatness of combating 

our passions, of freeing ourselves from evils, if the 

spirit were not prepared by Physies for the know- 

ledge of the heavenly, and brought into communica- 

tion with God—if we were only raised above the 

external, and not also above ourselves, &c. Mean- 

while, we soon perceive that these declamations 

express rather a passing mood than the personal 

opinion of the phílosopher. Seneca elsewhere reckons 

physieal enquiries, to which we have just heard 

him assign so high a position, among the things 

which go beyond the essential and necessary, and are 

rather an affair of recreation than of philosophical 

work proper; though he does not overlook their 

morally elevating effect on the mind ;! he declares 

tium opere?’ Quo mullum natura queramus, de siderum 

magis est, nosse naturam. The alimento, &e. Similarly in Æp. 
greatest gain of this enquiry 65, 15, a discussion on ultimate 
is, quod hominem magnificentia causes is defended as follows: 
sui detinet, nec mercede, sed Ego quidem priora illa ago et 
miraculo colitur. (Ep. 95, 10, tracto, quibus pacatur animus, 
&c.). et me prius serutor, deinde hune 

1 Ep. 117, 19 (cf. sup. p. 209, mundum. Ne nune quidem 
4): Dialectic is only concerned tempus, wt existimas, perdo. 
with the outworks of wisdom. Jsta enim omnia, si non conci- 
Etiam si quid evagari libet, dantur nec in hane subtilitatem 
amplos habet illa [sapientia] | inutilem distrahantur, adtollunt 
spatiososque secessus: de Deorum et levant animum, In the con- 
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the essential problem of man to be the moral 

problem, and only admits natural enquiries as a 

means and help to this ;! and he considers it a duty 
to interrupt from time ‘to time his expositions of 
natural history by moral reflections and practical 

applications, because all things must have reference 

to our welfare.? The interconnection between the 

theoretical and practical doctrines of the Stoic 

system is not abandoned by him, but it seems to be 
laxer than with Chrysippus and his followers. 

In those of his writings that have come down to 

us, Seneca has treated in detail only that part of 

Physics which the ancients were accustomed to call 

Meteorology. To this in the last years of his life? 

he devoted seven books of enquiries into natural 

templation of the world and ? Cf. Wat. Qu. iii. 18; iv. 13; 
its author, man raises himself v. 15, 18; vi. 2, 32; but espe- 
above the burden of the flesh, cially ii. 59. After he has 
learns to know his high origin 

- 4nd destiny, to despise the body 
and the corporeal, and to free 
himself from it. Lofty as is 

the position here assigned to 
speculative enquiries, Seneca 
in the last resort can only 
justify them by their moral 
effect on men. 

1 Nat. Qu. iii. Pref. 10, 18: 
Quid precipuwwm in rebus hu- 
manis est? . . . Vitia domuisse 
...erigere animum supra minas 
et promissa fortune, &c. Hoe 
nobis proderit inspicere verum 
naturam, because we thereby 
loose the spirit from the body 
and from all that is base and 
low, and because the habit of 
thought thus engendered is 
favourable to moral convictions. 

P2 

treated of lightning at length, 
he remarks that it is much 
more necessary to remove the 
fear of it, and proceeds to do 
so in these words: Sequar quo 
vocas : omnibus enim rebus omni- 
busque sermonibus aliquid salu- 
tare miscendum est. Cum imus 
per occulta nature, cum divina 

tractamus, vindicandus est a 
malis swis animus ac subinde 
Jirmandus, &c. 

3 This appears from iii. Pref., 
and from the description of the 
earthquake which in the year 
63 A.D. destroyed Pompeii and 
Herculaneum, vi.i.26,5. Seneca 
had already composed a treatise 
on earthquakes in his earlier 
years (Wat. Qu. vi. 4, 2). 
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Meanwhile the contents of the work 

answer very imperfectly! to the lofty promises with 

which it opens ; it contains discussions concerning a 

number of isolated natural phenomena, conducted 

rather in the manner of learned pastime than of 

independent and thorough physical investigation. 

Seneca’s philosophical standpoint is little affected by 

them, and would suffer no material alteration if even 

the greater part of their results were totally different 

from what they are. For us they are of the less im- 

portance, since their subject-matter seems mostly to 

have been taken from Posidonius and other prede- 

cessors.? It is the same with other writings on natural 
history which are attributed to Seneca? The meta- 

physical and theological opinions which he occasion- 

ally enunciates, are of more value in regard to philo- 

sophy. But even here, no important deviations from 

the Stoic traditions are to be found. Like the Stoies, 

Seneca presupposes the corporeality of all the Real ; 4 

history. 

! [n proof of this let anyone 
read the beginning of the trea- 
tise, and he will scarcely be 
able to resist the feeling of an 
almost comic disappointment, 
when the author, after the 

above-mentioned declamations 
on the dignity of natural en- 
quiry, after the concluding sen- 
tence: Si nihil aliud, hoc eerte 
sciam, omnia angusta — esse, 
mensus Deum, continues : Nune 

ad propositum veniam opus. 
Audi quid de ignibus sentiam, 
quos aër transversos . 

2 Cf. on this subject, and the 
content of Nat. Qu., Phil.d. Gr. 
LL 1 191,9.9. 

* According to Plin. 4 Vea. 
9,96;1x. 53, L67, he consulted 
Seneca about his statements on 
water - animals and stones. 
Pliny, vi. 17, 60, and Servius on 
"En. ix. 31, mention a treatise, 
Je situ Indie: Serv En v 
154, De situ et sacris Ægyp- 
torum. Cassiodorus, De Art. 
Lib. c. 7, speaks of another 

treatise, De forma mundi. 
* CE. Ep.117,295 0060 E0106; 

5; 113, 1 sqq. ; where Seneca, 
indeed, opposes some conclu- 
sions of Stoic materialism, 
but expressly teaches it him- 
self. 



- and holds together material substances.? 

GOD AND MATTER. 

like them he discriminates matter from the force 

working in it, and the Deity from matter ;! and he 

does this in exactly the same sense as they do: the 

active force is the spiritus, the breath, which forms 
Even the 

Deity is the Spirit, not asan incorporeal essence, but 
as the mveĝua permeating the whole universe,’ cor- 

poreally and in an extended manner. 

follows the Stoie doctrine of the relation between 

So also he 

brings forward much more emphatically the moral 

- and spiritual side of the Stoic idea of God; and in 

- accordance with this he prefers to place the efficient 

! Of. Phl.d. Gr. ITE i. 181, 
4; 134,1; also 177, 1. Proofs 
of the existence of God, 134, 3; 
161, 2; 135, 5. 

2 Ibid. III. i. 118, 4. Seneca’s 
conception of spiritus will be 
discussed infra, p. 219, in con- 
nection with his psychology. 

* Seneca is not very explicit 
here, but, from the fact that 
everything efficient must be a 
body (Hp. 117, 2), it follows 
that what he says (Zp. 102, 
7) must hold good even of the 
world—viz., that the unity of 
everything depends upon the 
spiritus which holds it to- 
gether; that the soul which he 
represents to be of the same 
substance with Deity—in fact, 
as a part of Deity—is, as we 
shall presently find, conceived 
by Seneca, in agreement with 
the whole Stoic school, mate- 

rialistically ; that even visible 
things are described as parts of 
the Deity (Phil. d. Gr. III. i. 146, 
6); that only a corporeal god 
can take back into himself the 
corporeal world by means of 
the world’s conflagration (Z. c. 
144, I) If, therefore, Seneca 
(ad Helv. 8, 3) places the Pla- 
tonic conception of Deity as 
incorporeal reason, and the 
Stoic conception, according to 
which the Deity is the univer- 
sally diffused spiritus, side by 
side without discriminating 
them, the second only corre- 
sponds with his own opinion. 

4 Cf. Phil. d. Gr. IIT. i. 146, 6; 
148, 1 ;also Fr. 16 (ap. Lact. Inst. 
1.5, 27) : quamvis ipse per totum 
se corpus (sc. mundi) intenderat ; 
and also the Stoic doctrine of 
Pneuma and révos. 
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activity of God in the world under the idea of Provi- 

dence, and the order and arrangement of the world 
under the teleological aspect. God is the highest 

reason, the perfect Spirit, whose wisdom, omni- 

science, holiness, and, above all, His beneficent good- 

ness, are continually extolled.! He loves us as a 

father, and desires to be loved by us, and not feared ; ? 

and therefore the world, whose Creator and ruler ? He 

is, is so perfect and beautiful, and the course of the 

world so blameless; which Seneca proves in many 

ways. Since his general theory of the universe has 

its centre in the moral life of man, so in his con- 

ception of God the physieal element is less promi- 

nent than the ethical: it is the care of the Deity 
for men, His goodness and wisdom, in which His 

perfection is principally revealed to Seneca; and 

therefore it is inevitable that the personal aspect of 

the Deity, in which, as reason forming and govern- 

ing the world and working according to moral ends, 

He is distinguished from the world itself, should 

preponderate, as compared with the Pantheistic 

aspect, in which the Deity is not only the soul, but 

the substance of the world. It is going too far, how- 

ever, to say? that Seneca abandoned the Stoic idea, 

and thus gave to ethics a new direction; that 

whereas in true Stoicism God and matter are in 

! Authorities are given in n Ir. 263 b. Dach Inst) 
PR do Gr, ATE 3. 139, 9154 2035.FV. Be 8 E 
148, l. Others may easily be COL Pi d 7 DESC 
found. Cf. Holzherr, i. 99 sq. 1411,23; 178:2 uoi: 

* Jie Pros. ih a0, 32 aoe 5 Holzherr, i. 33; 36 ; 91 594. ; 
Benef. 11. 29, 4-6. iv: 19; 13. Al. 0 sgg. 
De Tra, i. 27,1; cL. p. 913, I. 



FORCE AND MATTER. 

their essential nature one, in Seneca they appear as 

essentially different; that God is to him the incor- 

poreal nature, who has formed the world by His free- 

will, and that his god is no longer the god of the 

Stoies, but of the Platonists. Our previous argu- 

ments will rather have shown that the conception of 

God, which according to this exposition is peculiar 

to Seneca, is in no way foreign to the elder Stoics ; 

that they, too, laid great stress on the goodness and 

wisdom of God, and on His benevolence to man; they, 

too, regarded Him as the Spirit that guides all 

things, the reason that has ordered and adapted all 

things for the wisest ends; by them also the belief 

in Providence is regarded as of the highest value, 

and is most vigorously defended; and the law of 

the universe and of morality coincides with the will 

of God.! They will also have shown that Seneca, 

on the other hand, is far from abandoning those 

definitions of his school according to which the 

distinction between efficient force and matter is only 

a derived distinction, and consequently is often an- 

nulled in the course of the world's development ;? 

that he, too, seeks God in the mveñpa conceived as 

! Cf. Phil. d. Gr. III. i. 139,1; 
159, 1; 161; 163, 1; 171 s4.; 
505 sq. 

2 Ep. 6, 16, where Seneca says 
exactly the same as is quoted 
from Chrysippus, Phil. d. Gr. 
III. i. 143, 2. Similarly Holz- 
herr's chief proof for the essen- 
tial difference between God and 
matter (Hp. 65), as will be seen 
from Phil, d. Gr, III. i. 131, 4 
sqq., entirely corresponds with 

the doctrine of the Stoic school, 
to which Seneca, indeed, ex- . 
pressly appeals; and when in 
De Prov. 5,9 (the mere ques- 
tions in Nat. Qu. i. Pref. 16, can 
prove nothing) he brings forward 
forthe Theodicee the proposi- 
tion that the Divine artist is 
dependent on his material, he 
follows herein not only Plato, 
but also Chrysippus, as is shown 
Phil. d. Gv. UI. i. 177, 1. 
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corporeal, and not in the incorporeal Spirit ;! declares 
the parts of the world to be parts of the Deity, and 
God and the world to be the same ;? identifies 
nature, fate, and God,’ and reduces the will of God 
to the law of the universe, and Providence to the 
unalterable concatenation of natural causes. Tr 
therefore, a certain difference exists between his 
theology and that of the elder Stoics, this does not 
consist in his giving up any essential definition of 
theirs, or introducing any new definition; it is 
merely that among the constituents of the Stoic 
conception of God he lays greater emphasis on the 
ethical aspects, and therefore brings that conception 
nearer, sometimes to the ordinary presentation, 
sometimes to the Socratic-Platonie doctrine. This 
is primarily a consequence of the relation in which 
the moral and speculative elements stand with him : 
as the latter is subordinate to the former, so the 
metaphysical and physical determinations of the 
Stoic theology are in his exposition less prominent 
than the ethical. But it was all the easier on this 
account for the dualism of the Stoic ethics to react 
upon his theology, and it is undeniable that the 

! Vide supra, 213, 3. 

*- Phat, d. Gr. IIL-3. 1406,63 
148,1: 140 ; Ep.92,30: Totum 
hec, quo continemur, et unum est 
et Deus: et socii sumus cjus et 
membra. 

* Pal. d; Gr. Vil. d; 14005 
143, 1; Benef: iv. 8, 2: Nec na- 
tura sine Deo est nec Deus sine 
natura, sed idem est utrumque, 

distat. officio... naturam voca, 

fatum, fortunam.omnia ejusdem 
Dei nomina sunt varie «tentis 
sua potestate, . 

* Loe. cit. and Phil. d. Gr. 
I. 157,9: 105,29. 6&8 168i, 

2. The same results from Benef. 
vi. 23, though Seneca at first ex- 
presses himself as if the will 
of the gods were the author 
of the laws of the universe, 



NATURE. THE WORLD. 

opposition of God and matter, in direct connection 

more strongly asserted by him than their original 

unity.! If, however, on this side he has reached the 
limits of the Stoic doctrine, he did not really over- 

step them. 
Nor do we find in Seneca’s theory of the world 

and of nature anything that contradicts the prin- 

ciples of the Stoics. His utterances concerning the 

origin, the end, and the new formation of the world ; * 

its form ;? its unity establishing itself out of contra- 

with the ethical opposition of sense and reason, is . 

Theories of 
the world 
and 
nature. 

dictions,‘ and maintaining itself in the ceaseless . 

change of things; its beauty ? asserting itself in the 

multiplicity of its productions; the perfect adapta- 

tion of means to ends in its arrangement, as to 

which even the evil in it should not cause us any 

doubt ; "—all these serve to complete and verify the 

aecounts we have from other sources respecting the 

doctrines of his sehool. To the littleness and super- 

! Vide Ep. 65, especially 2 
and 23. 

* Phil. d. Gr. III. i. 149, 3; 
144, 1; 152,2; 154, 1; 155; 156, 
3. In Seneca these doctrines 
are connected with the theory 
that mankind and the world in 
general had been uncorrupted 
in proportion as they were 
nearer their first beginnings. 
He opposes, however, the ex- 
aggerated notions of Posido- 
nius on this subject. Cf. Zp. 
90, especially from s. 36, and 
Phil. d. Gv. III. i. 269, 6. 

3 Fr. 13, and Phil. d. Gv. III. 
i. 146, 6, end. 

* JN. Qu. iii. 10, 1, 35 vii. 

27, 3 sq.; V. Be. 8, 4 sq. ; Ey. 
107, 8; and Phii. d. G^. III. i. 
179, 3; 188, 1. 

5 Loc. cit.171, 3; Benef. iv. 23. 
€ Hp. 113, 16 ; De Provid. i. 1, 

2-4; Nat. Qu. i. Proem. 14 sq. 
Cf. with these passages Sen. 
Benef. iv. 5; ad Mare. 18. The 
conception of the world as an 
urbs Dis hominibusque com- 
munis, in the latter passage 
is eminently Stoic. Vide Phil. 
d. Gr. III. i. 285,1; 286, 2: 361 sq. 

7 Concerning the Stoic Theo- 
dicee, and Seneca’s participa- 
tion in it (about which much 
might be quoted) vide ibid. III. 
i. 173 sqq. 



ECLECTICISM. 

ficiality into which the Stoic teleology had already 

fallen at an early period, he opposes the propositions 

that the world was not created merely for men: it 

rather carries its purpose in itself and follows its 

own laws;! it is an undue limitation when we place 

it under the aspect of the useful, instead of ad- 

miring its glory as such.? He does not, however, 

deny that in the arrangement of the world regard 

was paid to the welfare of man, and that the gods 

unceasingly show the greatest benevolence to men. 
What he says likewise concerning the system of the 

universe and its parts—the elements, their qualities 

and their transition into each other;* on the 

heavenly bodies, their revolution, their divine 

nature, their influence on earthly things;® the 

earth, and the spirit that animates it;? on the 

regular interconnection of the universe,? interrupted 

by no empty spaces,—all this only deviates from the 

Stoic tradition in regard to certain details which do 

not affect his theory of the universe as a whole.? 

! De Ira, 27,2; Nat. Qu. vii. 
80, 3; Benef. vi. 20. 

? Benef. iv. 23 sq. 
* Benef. 1.0.5; vi. 29, 9.84.5 1, 

1,9; 15.20, 4 $9.5; 1€. 03 Nat: 
Qu. v. 18 et pass. 

* PaL a. Gr. IIL- 319,3 
(Nat. Qu. 1n. 10, 15 3) bid, LIE. 
i. 183, 2; 184, 1 (Nat. Qu. ii. 
10); and ibid. 185, 3 (Nat. Qu. 
vi. 16); Mat. Qu. ii. 6; Ep. 31, 5. 

5 Nat. Qu.vi.16, 2; vi 1, 6; 

21,4. Benef. iv; 29, £2; v1. 21— 
23. 

5 In regard to this influence 

Seneca alludes first to the natu- 
ral influence of the stars (e.g. 

ener. L'e.3 Nat, Qua iie p 
iii. 29, 2), but he couples with 
it in the manner of his school 
the theory of a natural pro- 
gnostication through the stars, 
which, as he believes, isas little 
confined to the five planets as 
the influence above mentioned 
(Nat. Qu.ii. 32,6 $4.5; ad Mare. 
18.3) 

7 Nat. Qu. vi. 16; ii. 5. On 
the repose of the earth, vide De 
Provid. i.1,2; Ep.93,9; Nat. 
Ou. a. 45 GE-VITu2 ea 

8 Nat. Qu. ii. 2-7 (cf. Phil. 
e. (xv. TIL. 2:990. £5: 

? So in regard to the comets, 



HUMAN NATURE. 

He also adheres to that tradition in the few passages 

to be found in his works mentioning terrestrial 

natures exclusive of man.! 

In his views of human nature he is farther 

removed from the doctrine of the elder Stoies. The 

groundwork of these views is formed by the Stoic 

psychology with its materialism; but the dualism 

of the Stoie ethics, the reaction of which on his 

theoretical view of the world had already made itself 

felt in his theology, acquires a stronger and more 

direct influence on his anthropology, in which con- 

sequently two tendencies cross one another. On the 

one hand, he wishes to derive, with his school, the 

whole life of the soul from a simple principle con- 

ceived materially ; on the other, the ethical oppo- 

sition of the inner and the outer, which even in the 

Stoic doctrine is so sharply accented, is transferred 

by him to the essential nature of man, and based 

upon it; and thus over against the ancient Stoic 

monism a dualism is introduced, which approximates 

to the Platonic anthropology, and depends upon it. 

The soul, says Seneca (in general agreement with 

the Stoies) is a body, for otherwise it could not 

possibly have any effect upon the body.? It must, 

which he considers to be wan- 
dering stars with very distant 
orbits (Nat. Qu. vii. 22 s¢q.). 

! Seneca agrees with the dis- 
crimination of és and vats, 
&e. (Phil. d. Gr. IIL i. 192, 3) 
by virtue of his classification 
of essential natures mentioned 
supra, p. 209, 2; like Chrysippus 
(Phil. d. Gr. III. i. 193, 1) he, 

indeed, ascribes to the animals 
a principale, bu& denies them 
not only reason, but affections 
(De Ira, i.3). With this coin- 
cides what is remarked con- 
cerning the soullife of animals 
(Ep. 121, 5 sqq. ; 124, 16 $94.). 

? He expresses himself quite 
unequivocally on this point in 
Ep. 106, 4, and it is not true 
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however, certainly be the finest of all substances, finer 
even than fire and air.! It consists, in a word, of 
warm breath, or zveüua.? This theory had not pre- 
vented the elder Stoies from recognising the divine 
nature and dignity of the human spirit to the fullest 
extent, and Seneca is so completely possessed by it 
that there is no other theorem which hereiterates 
more frequently and more emphatically. Human 
reason is to him an efHluence of Deity, a part of the 
Divine Spirit implanted in a human body, a god who 
has taken up his abode there; and on this our 
relationship to God he bases, on the one hand, his 

Jestas 

(Holzherr, ii. 47) to say that he 
is arguing from a Stoic premiss 
which he did not himself share. 
On the contrary, he is speaking 
in his own name; and if he 
ultimately declares the investi- 
gation of the question whether 
the good is a body to be worth- 
less (supra, p. 207,1), it does not 
follow that he himself does not 
regard the good as such,still less 
that he was not in earnest as to 
the proposition which is brought 
forward to assist this enquiry, 
but is quite independent of it — 
viz., that the soul is a body. 
The same holds good of the 
further proposition (4. c.) that 
the affections and the diseases 
of the soul are bodies, and of 

the reason given for it—that 
they cause the changes of ex- 
pression, blushing and turning 
pale, &e., and that they cannot 
be accounted for: Tum mani- 

notas corpori imprimi 
nisi a corpore. This also Seneca 
declares to be his own opinion. 
If, however, the affections are 

something corporeal, so is the 

soul; for an affection is only 
the animus quodam modo se 
habens (Phil. d. Gr. III. i. 120, 
3); and if the corporeal alone 
can work upon the body, the 
soul must be something cor- 
poreal, as Cleanthes had already 
shown (ibid. III. i. 194, 1). 

! Ep. 57,8. As the flame or 
the air cannot be subjected to 
pressure or a blow, sic animus, 
qui ev tenuissimo constat, de- 
prehendi non potest . . . animo, 

qui adhue tenuior est igne, per 
omne corpus fuga est. 

? Ep. 60,6. If a man can 
bend crooked wood, and make 

it straight, quanto facilius 

animus accipit formam, flexibilis 
et omni humore obsequentior ! 
Quid enim est aliud animus 
quam quedam modo se habens 
spiritus? Vides autem tanto 
spiritum esse faciliorem omni 
alia materia, quanto tenuior est. 
Cf. Phil. d. Gr. I1I.i. 195, 2, and 
142, 2, where definitions entirely 
similar are proved to be uni- 
versal among the Stoics. 



VIRTUES AND VICES. 

demand for the elevation of the soul above the 

earthly, and for the recognition of the dignity of 
mankind in every màn; and, on the other, the 
internal freedom of the man who is conscious of his 

high origin and essential nature. This thought, 

however, takes a direction with Seneca which makes 

him deviate from the ancient Stoie doctrine on the 

side of Platonism. The Divine in man is his reason, 

and that alone; but in opposition to reason stand 

the irrational impulses, the affections; and in com- 

bating the affections Seneca, as we shall find, in 

accordance with the whole Stoie school, finds the 

weightiest moral problem. The elder Stoies had 

not allowed this to confuse them in their belief as to 

the oneness of man's essential nature. But already 

Posidonius had discovered that theaffections could not 

be explained, unless, with Plato, irrational powers of 

the soul were admitted as wellas the reason.? Similar 

reflections must have had the more influence on 

Seneca's view of human nature. With all the greater 

force, the more vividly he felt its moral weakness and 

imperfection, the more absolutely he was convinced 

that no human being was without fault; that all vices 

were implanted in all men ; that the superior power 
of evil in human society as a whole would never be 

broken, nor the complaints of the corruption of 
manners cease ;? and that even after the renovation 

1 Some of his utterances on 12; Hp, 41, 5; 44, 1; 65, 20 sq.; 
this subject are quoted, Phil.d. 120, 14, &c. 
Gr. III. i. 200, 2; 201, 1; and 2 Cf. supra, p. 64. 
supra, 216, 2; vide also ad Helv. 3 Cf. Phil. d. Gr. III. i. 253 
6,7; 11, 6 sq. ; Nat. Qu. i. Pref. sq.; Benef, vii. 27; Ep. 94, 54; 
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of the world the ensuing time of innocence would 

be only of short duration.! Such a universal phe- 

nomenon cannot possibly be regarded as accidental : 
if a few only sustain the conflict with sin, none or 

next to none are free from it ; and therefore in man, 

side by side with the Divine, there must also be an 

element not Divine; and side by side with reason, 

from which error and sin cannot be derived, an 

element which is irrational and strives against 

reason.? This irrational element of human nature 

Seneca finds primarily in the body, the opposition of 

whieh to the Spirit he emphasises much more 

strongly than the ancient Stoies appear to have 

done. The body, or, as he also contemptuously calls 
it, the flesh, is something so worthless that we cannot 

think meanly enough of it:? it is a mere husk of 

the soul: a tenement into which it has entered for 

a short time, and ean never feel itself at home: a 

burden by which it is oppressed: a fetter, a prison, 

for the loosing and opening of which it must neces- 

andelsewhere. Expressions like 
those in Ep. 11, 1-7; 57, 4, are 

of less importance. 
* Wat, Qu. iii. 30,8; eL. Phil. 

d, Gr. IIL. 3. p. 156,5: 
? Seneca himself seems freely 

to admit this. *Zrras, he says, 
in kp. 94, 55, sb existimas 
nobiscum vitia nasci: super- 
venerunt, ingesta sunt... nulli 
nos vitio natura conciliat : illa 
integros ac liberos genuit. But 
this utterance must be judged 

according to the standard of 
the Stoic fatalism. Vices stand, 
indeed, in opposition to our 

natural destiny and vocation, 
and are not inherent in us; 
they develop themselves gradu- 
ally. But that does not exclude 
the theory that they develop 
themselves from natural causes. 

3 Ep. 65, 22: Numquam me 

caro sta compellet ad metum 
, numquam in honorem hujus 

corpusculi mentiar. Cum visum 
erit, distraham cum illo socie- 
fatem o . . eontemptus corporis 
sia certa libertas est. Concern- 
ing the expression cf. ad Mare. 
24,5; Ep. 74,163 92; T0; "and 
Pia: Gre M at te: 
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IMMORTALITY. 

sarily long;! with its flesh it must do battle, 

through its body it is exposed to attacks and suffer- 
ings, but in itself it is pure and invulnerable,’ 

exalted above the body, even as God is exalted 

above matter) The true life of the soul begins, 

therefore, with the departure from the body, and 

though Seneca is averse to exchanging the Platonie 

belief in immortality * for the Stoic theory of a 

limited continuance of existence after death, he 

closely approximates to the latter? (as has already 

been shown) in his idea of the close relationship 
existing between the present and future life, and 

also in respect to the duration of future existence 

expressions involuntarily escape him which a Stoic 

in the strictest sense of the term would not have 

ventured to employ ;® even the pre-existence of the 

soul, which as personal existence certainly had no 

place in his system, finds countenance in passages 

1 Ep. 92, 13, 33: The body 2 Ad Mare. 24,5: Omne illi 
is a garment, a velamentum of 
the soul, an onus necessarium. 
102, 26: The day of death is 
eterni natalis. Depone onus: 
quid cunctaris ? 120, 14: Nee 
domum esse hoe corpus, sed hos- 
pitium et quidem breve hospi- 
tium. 65,16: Corpus hoc animi 
pondus ac pena est: premente 
illo urgetur, in vinculis est, nisi 
accessit philosophia, &c. Loe. 
cit. 21: Iwill not be a slave to 
my body, guod equidem non 
aliter adspicio quam vinclum 
aliquod libertati mec circumda- 
tum... in hoe obnoxio domi- 
cilio animus liber habitat. 
Ep. 102, 22 ; ad Mare. 24,5; ad 
Polyb. 9, 3; Part III. i. 203, 3. 

cwm hae carne grave certamen 
est, me abstrahatur et sidat. 
Ad Helv. 11, 7: Corpusculum 
hoe, custodia et vinculum animi, 
hue atque illuc jactatur... 
animus quidem ipse sacer et 
æternus est et cui non possit 
inici manus. 

* Ep. 65, 24: Quem in hoe 
mundo locum Deus obtinet, hune 
in homine animus. Nat. Qu. 
Pref. 14. 

* Phil. d. Gr. III. i. 154, 1; 
202, 1. 

5 Ibid. 203 sq. 
€ Immortalis, eternus (Ep. 

57, 9; and Phil. d. Gr. IL i. 
154, 1; 203, 3). 
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where the recollection of its high descent is en- 
joined upon the soul, and its elevation to heaven is 

represented as a return to its original home, when it 

leaves the body behind, where the soul found it.! 

But as with Plato the psychologically different parts 

of the soul had been combined with the anthropo- 

logical opposition of soul and body, so Seneca cannot 

entirely escape this inference. With Posidonius 2 

he follows the Platonic discrimination of a rational 

and irrational element in the soul, the irrational 

element being again divided into courage and 
desire ;? and though he expressly includes them 

all under the ayyewovexov, and so far adheres to the 
doctrine of his school against Plato and Aristotle, 

there still remains between his theory and that of 

Chrysippus the important difference that Seneca 
assumes in the very centre of personality a plurality 

of original faculties, while Chrysippus makes one 
and the same fundamental faculty, reason, generate 

affections and desires through the changes that take 
place in it. 

Though we cannot help recognising the period of 

Ad Mare. 24, 6% fp. T9. 
12; 102,225 120, 14-2 ie d 
(77. III. i. 208, 2; 8; Ep: 65, 16% 
The soul will reverti ad illa 
quorum fuit (92, 30 sq.). 

? Supra, p. 64 $44. 
* E». 04, lt Auto nier nie 

teque conveniet, externa corpori 
adquiri, corpus in honorem 
animi coli, in animo esse partes 
ministras, per quas moventur 
alimurque, propter ipsum prin- 
cipale nobis datas (the seven 

derived powers of the soul [ Phil. 
d. Gr. II. i. 198, 1] or analo- 
gous to them) in hee principali 
est aliquid irrationale, est et 
rationale: illud. huie servit. 
Loc. cit. 8: Irvationalis pars 
animi duas habet partes, alte- 
ram animosam, ambitiesam, im- 

potentem, positam in adfectioni- 
bus, alteram humilem, lanquidam 
voluptatibus deditam (Ep. 71, 
ai). 

* Vide Phil.d. Gr. 111.1. 199,3. 



OCCASIONAL SCEPTICISM. 

. eclecticism in these deviations from the older Stoic 
doctrine, yet the sceptical side of this eclecticism 

is also exhibited by Seneca in the occasional uncer- 

tainty of his language respecting the same subjects of 

which he elsewhere speaks in the tone of full dog- 

matic conviction. We cannot perhaps, argue from 

the fact that in his epistle to his mother concerning 

the comfort afforded by the dependence of all things 

on God, he secures himself against every attack by 

not deciding what God is.' But it has an unde- 

niably sceptical sound when he elsewhere, in dis- 

cussing the question of the highest causes, declares 

that a man must be content among conflicting 

views to choose the most probable: to determine 

the truest, exceeds our powers? In the same way 

he says of the soul: *What and where it is, no 
one can fathom. 

another that; but how ean the soul, which is not 

clear about itself, attain to certainty about other 

things?'? We should not be justified in calling 

One sets up this definition and - 

1 Cf. G c. 145, 1. 
* Ep. 65, 10 (cf. 65, 2, and 

65, 23): Fer ergo judex senten- 
tiam et pronuntia, quis tibi 
videatur verisimillimum dicere, 
non quis verissimum dicat. Id 
enim tam supra nos est quam 
ipsa veritas; and after he has 
set forth the objections of the 
Stoics against the Platonic 
theories he proceeds thus: Aut 
fer sententiam aut, quod facilius 
in ejusmodi rebus est, nega tibi 
liquere et nos reverti jube. In 
estimating this passage we 
must remember that it clearly 

echoes the passage from Plato, 
Tim. 29, c, which Seneca has 
quoted in the preceding con- 
text. 

* Nat. Qu. vii. 25, 1: Multa 
sunt, que esse concedimus, qualia 
sunt, ignoramus. Habere mos 
animum ... omnes fatebuntur : 
quid tamen sit animus ille rector 
dominusque nostri, non magis 
tibi quisquam eaopediet, quam 
ubi sit: alius illum dicet spiri- 
tum esse, alius concentum quen- 
dam, alius vim divinam et’ Dei 
partem,alius tenuissimum aerem, 
alius incorporalem potentiam. 
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Seneca a sceptic because of such isolated utterances, 

to which the dogmatism of his whole method is 

otherwise opposed, but they, at any rate, prove that 

he is not free from severe attacks of scepticism, and 

that, as with Cicero and other eclectics, it is, above 

all things, the strife of philosophic theories which 

causes the dogmatism of the Stoic to waver. 

The Stoicism of Seneca is purer in the sphere to 

which he himself attaches the greatest importance— 

namely, ethics. The idealism of the Stoic moral 

doctrine in its grandeur, and also in its asperities, 

finds in him a zealous and eloquent representa- 

tive. He declares with the Stoics that there is no 

good but virtue, because virtue alone is, for man, 

according to nature: he can paint the satisfaction 

which it secures, the independence of all external 

fortune, the invulnerability of the wise man, with 

glowing and even glaring colours; he is convinced 

that the virtuous man is in no way inferior to the 

Deity,—in a certain respect, indeed, is even superior ; 

he requires from us not merely moderation in 

our emotions, but their unconditional eradication ; 

he reiterates the well-known remarkable state- 

ments about the unity and equality of all virtues, 

the perfect completeness of the wise man ; the 

Non deerit, qui sanguinem dicat, upon wishes and authority than 

qui calorem : adeo animo mon 

potest liquere de ceteris rebus, 
ut adhuc ipse se querat. De 

Clement. i. 8, b, would prove 

little, taken alone, and Æp. 121, 

12, stil less. In Zp. 102 
(beginning) a belief in immor- 
tality, which is based rather 

on proofs is named a bellum 
somnium ; but this is unimpor- 
tant. 

1 Vide Phil. d. Gr. IIL. i. 252, 
1 89., and Hp. 53.11: Est ali- 
quid, quo sapiens antecedat 
Deum: ille beneficio nature non 
timet suo sapiens. 
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misery, defectiveness, and madness of the unwise ; 

in fact, all the principles on which the peculiar 

character of the Stoics had been most clearly 

stamped—with the full decision of personal convic- 
tion, and all the pathos of the orator. But even 

here we can perceive that the reasons which must 

have recommended the Stoic doctrine to him are 

opposed by reflections and inclinations of another 

kind. The Stoic morality is intended for natures 

capable of a pure and perfect virtue; how can it be 

applied unaltered to us men, who one and all are so 

' The most definite utterances 
of Seneca on all these ques- 
tions have been already quoted. 
I content myself, therefore, 
with referring to these quota- 
tions and completing them with 
a few others, though many 
might be added, since Seneca 
declares in innumerable places 
the leading thoughts of his 
ethical doctrine. On the prin- 
ciple of life according to nature, 
-and its derivation from the 
impulse of self-preservation, cf. 
Sen. Hp. 121, 5 sqq.; 10,11; 
Vita Beat. 3,3; Hp. 118 sqq.: 
Ep. 121, 14; 92, 1; 76, 8; 89, 
15; Vita Beat. 8, 6; Ep. 120, 
22; Benef. iv. 25, 1; Hp. 122, 
5 sq. Concerning the Good 
and goods, Benef. vii. 2, 1; Ep. 
66, 5; 71,45 144.15 76, 7, 11 ; 
85, 17; 120, 3; 118, 10. Con- 
cerning the autarchy of virtue 
and against the admission of ex- 
ternal and corporeal things, 
pleasure and pain, among goods 
and evils, vide Phil. d. Gr. III. 
i, 215-221 ; Benef. vii. 8 sqq.; Ep. 
14, 76, 20 sqq.; 71,17 sqq. On 

peace of mind as the chief con- 
stituent of happiness, De Con- 
stant. 13, 5; 75, 18; Ep. 29, 12. 
On the nature and reprehensi- 
bility of the emotions, De Ira, ii. 
2,1; Ep. 75, 11; 85, 5; 116,1 sgg. 
On the nature and origin of 
virtue, Ep. 113, 2; 117, 2; De 
Otio, 1,4; Ep. 65,6; Ep. 108, 
8; Hp. 94, 29. On wisdom and 
the principal virtues, Zp. 89, 5; 
95, 55; 120, 11; 115, 3 (the 
division of the virtues, Vita 
Beat. 25, 6 sq. is of less import- 
ance) 67,6; 10; 88,29; Benef. 
ii. 34, 3. On the disposition 
and will as the seat of all 
virtue; on the equality of all 
virtues and vices and of all 
goods and evils, Benef. vi. ll, 
8; 1. 5,2; 1,91, 1; Æp. 71,484 
66, 5 sqq.; 66, 32. On wise 
men and fools, Benef. iv. 26, 
27, 25; v.. 12, 85; 15, 1; vii..9, 
28q.; 6,3; 8,1; Ep.81,1134.; 
73, 11,13; Prov.i. 5; 6, 4 sqq. ; 
De Const. 8, 2; De Ira, ii. 8-10; 
De Const. 2,15 7,1; Ep.9,14 et 
passim. 
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wicked and weak as Seneca maintains, and have 

these evils, as he also says, so deeply rooted in our 

nature?! The happiness of the wise man is con- 

ditioned by his wisdom, the autarchy of the virtuous 

by a virtue which corresponds to the Stoic demands. 

What does it profit us if this virtue and wisdom are 

never, or hardly ever, to be found in the actual 

world?? By these arguments the older teachers of 

the school had already, as we have seen, been in- 

duced to modify their original demands by important 

concessions, and Seneca was stil more likely to 

adopt the same procedure. Thus we see him not 

only approving the concessions whieh his prede- 

cessors had made to human weakness, but in 

many of his utterances deviating still further from 

the original severity of the system. Like the 

older Stoies, he attributes a certain value to other 

things besides virtue ;? and reckons these things 

among goods in the wider sense.! This is unim- 

portant? On the other hand, he is no longer 

1 Phil. d. Gr. III. i. 252 sqq., dence only shows that two 
and supra, p. 221. The utter- 
ances of Seneca there quoted 
often coincide almost word for 
word with those of the Apostle 
Paul on the universal sinfulness 
of man, and this is one of the 
most striking of the points of 
contact between them which 
have given rise to the legend of 
their personal intercourse and 
written correspondence; con- 
cerning which cf. Baur, Drei 
Abhandl. p. 377 sqq., and A. 
Fleury, Senéque et St. Paul, 
Paris, 1853; i. 269 sqq. His- 

torically regarded, this coinci- 

kinds of exposition were pro- 
duced from similar circum- 
stances, experiences, and tem- 
peraments, and that two 
writers need not stand in any 
immediate connection in order 
to agree, even as to their words, 
in many propositions. 

? As Seneca admits, Tranqu. 
An. 7, 4; Ep. 4, 25 90, 44. 

3 Eg., producta (mpomyuéva, 
concerning which cf. Hp. 74,17; 
Si; 29; Vite. Beat. 225 4). 
Seneca calls them also potiora 
and commoda. 

1 In Benef. v. 13, 1, he agrees 



EXTERNAL GOODS AND ILLS. 

quite consistent when he sometimes extravagantly 

praises the Cynic contempt for the necessaries of 

life and at other times counsels compliance with 

existing customs, and careful avoidance of all that 

can attract notice. But we hear more of the Peri- 

patetie language than the Stoic when Seneca, in 

spite of all his declamation about the self-satisfying 

nature of virtue, and indifference to things ex- 

ternal, is once more of opinion that Fortune can find 

no better steward for her gifts than the wise man ; 

since riches alone can give opportunity for the un- 

folding of a number of virtues, and external goods 

may add something to the cheerfulness which 

springs from virtue? It is the same thing with 

what he says of external evil. It sounds magna- 

nimous enough when the philosopher challenges 

Fortune tó an encounter, when he extols the subli- 

mity of the spectacle which the wise man grap- 

pling with misfortune affords to the gods;* but 

this lofty tone changes only too completely into a 

feeble and querulous sound, when Seneca (to pass 

with the Academy and the Peri- 
patetics in distinguishing bona 
animi, corporis, fortune. Else- 
where, however (Zp. 74, 17; 
76, 8; 124, 13) he expressly 
says that everything except 
virtue is improperly (precario) 
named a good. The former 
view is to be found in Chrys- 
ippus and others, Phil. d. Gr. 
III. i. 262, 3, 

1 Tranqu. An. 8, 4 sqq 
Benef. v. 4, 3; 6,1; Ep. 29,1; 
90, 14; Benef. vi. 8 $q.; Ep. 

20,9; 62,3. And,on the other 
hand, Cic. Fin. iii. 20, 68; Zp. 
14, 14. 

2 Eg. Ep. 92, 5; De Vit. 
Beat. 22, b; Ep. 62, 2. Bre- 
vissima ad divitias (to the true 
riches) per contemptum divi- 
tiarum via est. Further proofs 
Phil. d. Gr. III. i. 215, and 
supra, p. 227, 1. 

3 Vit. Beat. 21 sq.; Ep. 5. 
4 Provid. 2, 6 sqq.; Ep. 64, 

4; 85, 39; Phil. d. Gr. ITI. i. 
178, 2; 215, 2. 
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over other unimportant examples),! though elsewhere 
constantly assuring us that banishment is no evil, 

and that every land is a home for the wise man,? 

breaks forth into unmanly lamentations over his 

own exile,? or when he enforces the courtly principle 

that we must put a good face upon the wrong doings 

which those in high places permit themselves ; 4 

when he argues with much earnestness that there 

are no more peaceable citizens or more obedient sub- 

jects than the philosophers; and when even Cato, 
who is elsewhere so idolised, is blamed for sacrificing 

himself uselessly in the political struggles of his 

time.5 Though we must allow that his observations 
on this subject are partially true, yet it is another 

question whether they harmonise with his general 

utterances and with the principles of the Stoics. He 

excuses himself in such cases, it is true, by avowing 

that he is not a wise man, nor ever will be; he only 

regards himself as on the road to wisdom, and is 

! As in Ep. 53, where the 
incredible troubles (incredibilia 
sunt, que tulerim) of a short 
sea voyage are described. 

2 Not only in his later 
writings, as in Benef: vi. 27, 2; 
Ep. 24, 3; 85,4; but also and 
especially during his own exile 
in his consolatory letter to his 
mother, c£. 4, 2; 5,45; 6,1; 8, 
3 sqq.; 10, 2; 12, 5 aqq. 

* Ad Polyb. 2, 1; 13, 95 18, 
9; and in the Epigrams from 
exile. The dedication to Poly- 
bius Seneca is said to have 
subsequently tried to sup- 
press on account of the flatter- 
ies it contained of this freed- 

man and his master (Dio, lxi. 
10). 

+ De Ira, 1.99: Ep bs 
cf. also the admonitions to 
prudence. Zp. 108, 5; 14, 14. 
Elsewhere, indeed (as in De 
Ira, ii. 14, 4), Seneca's judg- 
ment was quite different. 

$ Ep. 73, where among other 
things he assures us that the 
rulers (the then ruler was Nero) 
are honoured as fathers by the 
philosophers who are indebted 
to them for their leisure. 

© Ep. 14, 12:397. "cf. for the 
sake of the contrast, Ep. 95, 
69 sqq.; De Const. 2, 2; De 
Provid. 2, 9 sqq. 
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content if things with him are going somewhat 
- better;! but his concessions to human weakness 

expressly relate to the wise, and his avowal leads us 

back to the question as to the real existence of the 

Stoie wise man, which Seneca, as before remarked, 

has scarcely the courage to answer in the affirmative. 

But if he thus substitutes the man who is progress- 
ing for the wise man,? the requirements of the 
system on man as he is in reality are thereby neces- 

sarily lowered ; and whereas it at first seemed as if 

through perfect wisdom and virtue he would and 

eould be like God, it ultimately appears that we 

must be satisfied to imitate the gods, so far as 

human weakness allows of it In other places, 
again, Seneca speaks as though nothing were easier 

than to lead a life according to nature and reason, 

and as if such a life were solely and entirely a matter 

of will and not of power ;* but this homage which 

the philosopher pays to his school and to himself 

cannot conceal from us his deviation from the spirit 
of the earlier Stoicism. The proud reliance on the 

power of moral will and intelligence, from which the 

Stoics’ ethics started, is with Seneca deeply shaken. 

Were it otherwise he could not express himself so 

strongly respecting the weakness and wickedness of 

men, and the unavoidableness of these defects. We 

! Vit. Beat. 16 sq.; cf. Ep. imbecillitas patitur. Vit. Beat. 
57, 3; 89, 2: ad Helv. 5, 2. 18, 1 : Cum potuero, vivam quo- 

2 Cf. Ep. 72, 6 sqq.; 15, 8 modo oportet. 
sqq.; 42, 1, and p. 268-271. * Ep. 41, 9; 116,8; De Ira, 

* Benef. i. 1, 9: Hos sequa- ii. 19, 1 sqq. 
mur duces, quantum humana 
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perceive a similar deviation when Seneca, in spite of 
his sublime utterances about the blessedness of the 
wise man and Divine Providence, is forced by the 
consideration of human sufferings to complain! that 
all life is a torment, and that amidst its storms death 
is the only place of refuge. It would assuredly be 
wrong to conclude from this that he is not in earnest 
with the principles which he so frequently and so 
emphatically expresses; but as in his life he did not 
keep sufficiently free from the influence of his 
position and from the faults of a period (to the best 
men of which he nevertheless belongs) to preserve 
his character from vacillations and contradictions ?— 

! Ad Polyb. 9, 6 sq.: Omnis 
vita supplicium est . . . in hoc 
tam procelloso . . . mari navi- 
gantibus nullus portus nisi 
mortis est. Loc. cit. 4, 2 sq. 
The rhetorical nature of this 
consolatory treatise makes this 
testimony the less valuable. 
jut we find the same else- 
where. Thus in the epistle ad 
Mare. 11,1: Tota flebilis vita 
est, Ao. By. 108, 37: 102, 92: 
Gravi terrenoque detineor car- 
cere. 

2 Seneca’s character, as is 
well known, has been fre- 
quently defamed in the 
strongest manner, both in an- 
cient and modern times; and, 
on the other hand, it has been 
often extravagantly glorified. 
This is not the place for a com- 
plete examination of this vexed 
question, or for the enumera- 
tion of its literature; but I will 
shortly mention the most de- 
cisive points. It would cer- 
tainly be a mistake to regard 

Seneca's life as altogether 
blameless. He himself made 
no such claim; he speaks of 
the anni inter vana studia con- 
sumpti (Nat. Qu. iii. Pref. 1); 
he acknowledges plainly that 
he was still far from the per- 
fection of the wise man, and 
was clogged with many faults ; 
that his words werestricter than 
his life ; that his possessions were 
greater, and his household and 
manner of life much more luxu- 
rious than were properly com- 
patible with his principles ( Vit. 
Beat. 17; Ep. 6, 1 et pass.; 
vide p.231,2),and though much 
may be invented or exaggerated 
in that which his deadly enemy 
Suilius, ap. Tac. Ann. xiii. 42, 

and Dio Cass. (if he is speaking 
in his own name) lxi. 10, fol- 
lowing the same or an equally 
hostile authority, says of his 
colossal income (supposed to 
be 300 millions of sesterces), 
his avarice, and his luxury, we 
must, nevertheless, suppose that 
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so, as a philosopher, he was not so alive to the ten- 

dencies of his people and of his age, that we can 

the ‘ over-rich and over-power- 
ful’ minister of Nero, ascribed 
to external possessions a far 
greater value, and perhaps 
beyond what was unavoidable 
in his position made a more 
luxurious use of it, than might 
have been expected from a 
Stoic. Concerning his riches 
and the splendour of his 
country houses and gardens, 
cf. Nat. Qu. iii. Pref. 2; Ep. 
11,3; but especially Tacit. xiv. 
52 sqq. According to Dio, lxii. 
2, the severity with which he 
demanded repayment of a loan 
of ten millions of sesterces was 
one of the causes of the insur- 
rection under Nero in favour of 
Britannicus. Similarly, it may 
be that he, as a courtier and 
official of the empire, may have 
been silent, or lent his aid in 
regard to many a wrong. When 
he had once committed himself 
to this position it was hardly 
possible to avoid it; to aban- 
don his post, even if Seneca 
had had the moral strength for 
such a course, might have 
seemed like a failure of duty 
towards the commonwealth. 
Meanwhile it is difficult to 
form a judgment. If, for in- 
stance, Seneca and Burrhus 
favoured Nero's inclination for 
acting (Tac. xiii. 12 sq. ; cf. c. 
2; xiv. 2), Tacitus avers that 
this was the best thing they 
could do according to the posi- 
tion of things. When they 
acquiesced in Nero's admission 
into the circus, Tacitus (xiv. 
14) tells us that they had not 
the power to hinder it. (An 

unworthier part is ascribed to 
them by Dio,1xi.2. Meanwhile 
Seneca is censured by Tacitus, 
xiv. 52, for precisely the oppo- 
site conduct.) Whether they 
were accessory to the plan for 
Agrippina's murder (as Dio 
maintains, lxi. 12) Tacitus can- 
not say. When their counsel 
was asked, little seems to have 
been left to them except silent 
acquiescence ; forthe saving of 
Agrippina, even if it had been 
effected, would seem to have 
been synonymous with their 
own certain destruction. Be- 
fore his death Seneca speaks 
(Tac. xv. 62) as if he had had 
no complicity with the crime 

' wherewith to reproach himself ; 
but that he did not mean ex- 
pressly to oppose it, and even 
defended it (Tac. xiv. 11) re- 
mains a dark spot on his life. 
So also his unworthy flattery 
of Claudius and his freedman 
Polybius (in the Consolatio ad 
Polybium) by which he sought 
to effect his return from banish- 
ment, and the despondency he 
displays under this misfortune, 
are justly considered blame- 
able, especially when they are 
contrasted with his equally 
unworthy mockery of the de- 
ceased despot (in the ludus 
de morte Claudii) and his 
valiant protestations to Helvia 
(4 sqq. et pass.; sup. 230,2). On 
the other hand, the reproach of 
immoral conduct cast upon him 
by Suilius and Dio (J. c.) are 
not only without proof, but to 
all appearance gratuitous inven- 
tions. Tacitus describes the 
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expect from him perfect logical consistency in 

If in addition to this we consider how 

easily the endeavour after rhetorical effect led him 

into exaggerations on the one side or the other, we 

may well understand that even in questions as to 

whieh he had a clear opinion he is not always con- 

sistent in his utterances. 

In the further development of his ethics, as we 

influence of Seneca and Bur- 
rhus on Nero (Tac. xiii. 2) as 
very salutary. Seneca himself 
appeals (J. ec. xv. 61) to his 
independent bearing towards 
Nero, of which Tacitus gives 
an example (Tac. xv. 23), and 
likewise Plutarch, Coh. Ira, 13, 
p. 461. Dio, lxi. 18, also re- 
lates an instance in which he 
restrained Nero's cruelty by a 
bold word. The same author 
says of him (notwithstanding 
all his hatred elsewhere), lix. 
19: mávras uèv Kad’ éavrbv ‘Pw- 
alous ToAAoUs B6 kal &AAous copia 
ómepápas; and the judgment of 
Tacitus far outweighs even this. 
Tacitus (xv. 23) calls him a vir 
egregius ; in xiii. 2, praises his 
comitas honesta; in xv. 62, he 
says he bequeathed to his 
friends before his death quod 
unum jam et pulcherrimum 
habebat, imaginem vite sue; 
and in c. 65 he relates that 
many in the conspiracy of Piso 
had destined him for the 
throne, quasi in sontibus clari- 
tudine virtutum ad summum 
Jastigium delecto. Seneca him- 
self, in his writings, despite 
much that is declamatory, 
not only gives us the impres- 
sion of a man to whom his 

moral principles and endeavours 
are matters of earnest convic- 
tion, but likewise displays par- 
ticular traits which throw a 
favourable light on his charac- 
ter. We know that in the 
school of Sextius he adopted 
the habit of daily minute self- 
examination (De Tra, ii. 36 
$g.); that in his youth, from 
enthusiasm for philosophy, he 
abstained from meat during 
many years, according to So- 
tion's precept; and in many 
respects carried out the simple 
mode of life enjoined on him 
by the Stoic Attalus, even at a 
ripe age (Zp. 108, 13-23). Taci- 
tus (xv. 63) bears witness to 
his moderation (corpus senile et 
parro victu tentatum); the 
passage /. e. xv. 45, where he 
follows prudential considera- 
tions, as in the contemplated 
transfer of his property to Nero 
(xiv. 53 sq. ; Sueton. Nero, 35) 
cannot be adduced as contra- 
dictory evidence. One of the 
most pleasing features of his 
life is finally his beautiful re- 
lation with his admirable wife 
Paulina, cf. Ep. 104, 2, 4 sq. ; 
Tac. xv. 63 sg. 
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— should expect, the same principles are prominent 

- which characterise Stoicism as a whole. It has, 

however, been already pointed out that Seneca and 

. the younger Stoies generally, differ somewhat from 

the older in their closer acceptation of these prin- 

ciples. Without abandoning or altering the ethics 

of their school in any important point, they yet lay 

greater stress on such determinations as chiefly 

correspond with the conditions and necessities of 

their times. The most important of these deter- 

minations are three. In a period of such terrible 

moral corruption and despotic tyranny, it must have 

been of the first consequence for the earnest 

thinker to gain a fixed basis in himself, and to 
found for himself in his own mind an impregnable 

refuge against the corruption of his surroundings 

and the power of Fate. If he turned his atten- 
tion to others, all external distinctions among men 

must have lost their significance, when each day 

beheld the most abrupt vicissitudes of fortune, 

when all national and historical oppositions dis- 

appeared in the general degradation, when the most 

abject were often endowed with the highest favours 

of fortune, and the best succumbed to wrong; and 
thus far the principle that all men as such are to be 
held equal, and worth is only to be attached to their 

moral inequality, must have gained fresh support. 

But on the other hand the moral as well as the 

! Seneca from this experience cially in regard to each man's 
(Tranqu. An. 11, 8 $gg.; 16,1; own conduct, that he dares not 
Ep. T4, 4, et passim) deduces attach any value to things ex- 
the moral application, espe- ternal. 
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social conditions of the time must have evoked a 

lively feeling of human weakness and need of help; 

Stoic severity must have given place in some degree 

to sympathy with the failures of humanity, and 

Stoic self-sufficiency to the claims of philanthropic 

sympathy and assistance; the cosmopolitanism of 

the school must chiefly have been developed on the 
side of feeling, in the form of universal love of 

mankind. Finally, the less that circumstances 

afforded opportunity to individuals in the way of 

effectual interference with the course of the world, 

the more heavily the common fate pressed upon all, 

and the more relentlessly it fulfilled itself—the 

more must the inclination for public life have been 

lost, and the predilection for the repose of private 

life have gained ground, but the more strongly also 

must the necessity for submission to fate, and for 

the interdependence of moral conduct with religious 

conviction, which the Stoies had never denied, have 

made itself felt. 

All this may be perceived in Seneca’s moral 

writings. The independence of external things, 

which is assured to us by wisdom and virtue, is by 

no one more energetically commended than by him. 
No one requires us more pressingly to seek our 
happiness purely and entirely in ourselves,! and to 

1 Numerous authorities for Benef. iv. 2, 2, 4; Vita Beat. 
this will be found in Hp. 82,2; 11,2; 13,5; 14,1; De Ira, 1, 
30, 4 sqgg.; 77,11 s9g.; 8.39q.; 9,2 8q.; cf. Ep. 85, 10; PAsl. d. 
Cons. ad Marc. 19, 3 sqq. ; Vita Gr. III. i. 234, 252, supra 226, 1. 

Beat. 4,3; Ep. 66, 14; 71, 18, To the more decided declara- 
21; 85,18; 39; 87; ll sg.; 44; tionsonthis subject belong: De 
120, 9; 92, 14 999.3 12, T; -Provid.2, 9-299-; De Const, 3; 
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"4 encounter bravely what fate may send us. But since 

it is his moral constitution alone which gives to man 

this freedom, he insists most emphatically on the 

conscientious fulfilment of the conditions to which 
it is attached, and he becomes the more earnest on 

the subject the more he is convinced that the 

victory is only to be won over man’s inclination to 

evil by the most severe conflict. All are, as he 

believes, sick and in need of healing; the com- 

bating of our faults is the chief problem of philo- 

sophy ; the recognition of this, the first condition of 

improvement ;? and even in his old age he says of 

himself that he is visibly another man, as he now 

sees what his defects are.’ 

B; 4, 2; 5, 4; 8, 2 sq.; 19,4; 
Vita Beat. 4, 2 sq.; Brevit. v. 
2; ad Helv. 5; Benef. iii. 20, 
1; Mp. F3,.11;°59, 8: 64, 4; 
74, 19; 75,18; 85, 39. 

! Cf. Baur, Drei Abhandl. p. 
40 sqq. 

? Besides the quotations in 
Phil. d. Gr. III. i. p. 253 sq., 
and supra, cf. Ep. 50, 4: Quid 
nos decipimus ? Non est extrin- 
secus malum nostrum: intra 
nos est, in visceribus ipis sedet, 
et ideo difficulter ad sanitatem 
pervenimus, quia nos egrotare 
nescimus. Ep. 28, 9: Initium 
est salutis notitia peccati (ac- 
cording to Epicurus) . . . ideo 
quantum potes te ipse coargue, 
inquire inte, &c. Vita Beat. 1, 
4: One infects another: Sana- 
bimur, si modo separemur a cætu. 
Similarly, Ep. 49, 9; 7, 1; 94, 
52 sqq.; 95, 29 sq. 

* [n the remarkable passage 
which is so strikingly sugges- 

He, therefore, cannot 

tive of Christian conceptions, 
Ep. 6,1: Intellego, Lucili, non 
emendari me tantum, sed trans- 
figurari. Much, indeed, is al- 
ways in need of improvement : 
Et hoc ipsum argumentum est in 
melius translati animi, quod 
vitia sua, que adhuc ignorabat, 
videt. | Quibusdam «gris gratu- 
latio fit, cwm. ipsi «gros se esse 
senserunt. Concerning the ex- 
pression transfigurari (meta- 
poppodcba) cf. Hp. 94, 48, where 
these words are quoted from 
Aristo: Qui didicit et facienda 
ac vitanda percepit, nondum 
sapiens est, nisi in ea que didicit 
animus ejus transfiguratus est. 

The expression therefore signi- 
fies the inner transformation of 
the whole will and disposition, 
as distinguished from the 
merely theoretical conviction 
on the one hand, and merely 
temporary and occasional im- 
provement on the other. 
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too strongly impress upon us the necessity of a 

severe self-examination and a ceaseless labour within 

ourselves ;! he recommends to us what he himself 

made a duty, to take precise account every evening 

of the day past;? he refers us to our conscience, 

from which nothing that we do can remain hidden ; ? 

he reminds us of the gods, the ever present 

witnesses of our words and deeds,* of the day of 

death, that great judgment day when it will be 

shown how much in man is genuine or false;? in 

a word, he desires that we should regard the happi- 

ness of the wise as the reward of the most unceasing 

moral activity, and he consequently finds necessary,? 

side by side with the universal principles of virtue, 

all those enquiries into individual circumstances of 

life, and those counsels designed for special cases, 

to which he himself has devoted so great a part of 

his writings.’ 
But the more completely the individual corre- 

! Cf. also Ep. 50, 5 sqq., 51, 
6, 13 (nobis quoque militandum 
est ... proice quecunque cor 
tuum laniant). 

2 De Ira, iii. 36 ; cf. p. 186,5. 
3 Hy. 28,9; 41,2; sup. p. 237, 

2; Ep. 48, 4: Men live in 
such a manner that scarcely 
anyone could bear his whole 
conduct to be made public. 
Quid autem prodest recondere 
se et oculos hominum auresque 
vitare? Bona conscientia tur- 
bam advocat, mala etiam in soli- 
tudine anxia atque sollicita est 

. 0 te miserum, si contemnis 
hunc testem ! 

* Vita Beat. 20,5; Ep.83,1. 

5 Ep. 26, 4 sqq.; Phil. d. Gr. 
IIT. i. 204, 3. 

e He goes very minutely 
into this in his 94th and 95th 
letters. in the former proving 
the indispensability of special 
precepts for practical life, and 
in the latter that of universal 
ethical principles (decreta). In 
both he maintains that, con- 
sidering the greatness of human 
corruption, and the overwhelm- 
ing influence of society, no 
counteracting means should be 
left unemployed; 94, 52 sq.; 
68 sqq.; 95, 14 sqq.; 29 sqq. 

7 Especially in the treatise 
De Beneficiis and in the letters. 
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sponds to his moral destination, the more closely 

will he find himself connected with others, the more 

purely will he apprehend this relationship, and the 

more entirely will he extend it to all men. The 

Stoic principles respecting the natural kinship of 

mankind, and the disinterested help which we owe 

to all without exception, have found in Seneca one 

of their most eloquent assertors ;' in his conception 

of this relation, however, the political element 

throughout recedes before the universally human 

- element, and the severity of the moral judge before 

a loving gentleness which bears witness not only to 

the benevolent disposition of the philosopher but 

also to his accurate knowledge and impartial judg- 

ment of human nature. In political life Seneca 

can feel no confidence, which is not surprising con- 

sidering the age in which he lived, and his personal 

experiences: he finds the mass of mankind so evil 

that we cannot without moral injury make ourselves 

dependent on their favours, and the condition of the 

Commonwealth too hopeless for us to waste our 

strength upon it ; the individual state seems to him 

too small beside the great polity of mankind and of 

the world, and the activity of the statesman beside 

that of a teacher of the human race to allow of his con- 

fining himself tothem. Those connections have for 

him a far greater charm ? which are based upon free 

! As is shown in Phil. d. Gr. Clementsi. 3, 4 sqq., where we 
III. i. 286, 1; 287, 2; 299,3. cannot suppose that what 

2 Cf. ibid. IIL. i. 295 sqq.; Seneca says of the importance 
Ep. 14, 4 sqq. (cf. supra, 230, 7), of the ruler of the common- 
and, concerning politics also, De wealth, apart from some ex- 
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choice and are regulated according to the needs and 

peculiar character of the individual. To marriage 
he has devoted an entire treatise, and we have every 

reason to suppose, from what we are told on the 

subjeet that Seneca held married life, of which he 

himself had full experience, in the highest estima- 

tion. A taste for friendship also appears in him in 

a: very marked degree, and we have already seen 

that he has diffieulty in reconciling his need of 
friendship and his noble conception of this relation 

with the wise man’s sufficiency for himself? But 

the real erown of his moral doctrine lies in the 

universal love of man, the purely human interest 

which bestows itself on all without distinction, even 

the meanest and most despised, which even in the 

slave doesnot forget the man ;? in that gentleness of 

disposition whieh is so especially antagonistie to 

anger and hatred, tyranny and cruelty,‘ and which 

travagances of expression, is must have lost its charm for 
merely the language of a cour- 
tier; it was not only quite true 
according to the existing state 
of things, but doubtless his 
own personal conviction that in 
the Roman empireas it was then 
constituted, the emperor (as 
he says in c. 4) was the uniting 
bond of the state; and that the 
pax Romana, the dominatio 
urbis, was linked with his pre- 
servation: Olim enim ita se 
induit reipublice Cesar, ut se- 
duci alterum non possit, sine 
utriusque pernicie ; nam ut ali 
viribus opus est, ita et huic 
capite. But if the republic 
was abandoned, publie service 

the best of them. 
! For the fragments of this 

treatise which, however, consist 
for the most part of quotations 
from other authors and exam- 
ples of good and wicked women, 
cf. Haase, iii. 428 sqq. On the 
view of marriage there enun- 
ciated, c£, PAL d GT. DIE 35299) 
4; concerning Seneca's second 
wife (of the first we do not 
know even her name) vide sup. 
p. 234, n. 

* Vide Phil. d. Gr.lII-1.289 
sqq. 

3 Ample authority for this is 
quoted, Zbid. III. 1.299 sq. 286, 1. 

4 A mode of thought which 
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considers nothing worthier of man and more accord- 

ing to nature, than forgiving mercy, and benevolence 

that is unselfish and disseminates happiness in secret, 

imitating the divine goodness towards the evil and 

the good; which, mindful of human weakness, would 

rather spare than punish, does not exclude even 

enemies from its goodwill, and will not return even 

injury with injury.! Seneca’s dissertations on these 
subjects are among the most beautiful testimonies 

to the purity of moral conceptions arrived at by 

classical antiquity. In their content, as has already 

been shown, they entirely harmonise with the Stoic 

principles ; but they have manifestly arisen from a 

somewhat different idea of life and a milder temper 

also expresses itself in the de- 
cided repudiation of the in- 
human gladiatorial shows and 
in censure of the Roman lust 
for war. For the same reason, 
and also on account of his 

- passionate disposition and want 
of self-control, those severe 

sentences were passed upon 
Alexander the Great which fur- 
nished such welcome material 
for Seneca's rhetoric, Benef. i. 
189, 8; Clement. i. 25; De Ira, 
iii. 17, 1, 23, 1; Nat. Qu. vi. 

. 28, 2, et passim. 
! Of. Ep. 95, 52; Vit. Beat. 

24,3; De Clem.i.1, 3; De Ira, 
i.5; De Otio, i.4; De Iva, ii. 
92, 1; Benef. ii. 18-28; De 
Clem. i. 18, 2; ii. 4; Ep. 81, 

211; Vit. Beat. 94, 3. In De 
Clem. ii. 4, he speaks of the 
possibility of uniting mildness 
with justice and the distinc- 
tion between this and culpable 
neglect; the one does not 

punish where it ought, the 
other in punishing has regard 
to all really available grounds 
of extenuation ; it desires only 
to carry out complete justice, 
De Clem. i. 6; De Tra, ii. 9, 4; 
10, 1 sg. 28; iii. 27, 3 (on the 
weakness of man—we should 
not be angry with error, but 
pardon it); Benef. iv. 25 sqq. 
(how far, according to the 
example of the Gods, should 
favours be bestowed on the 
ungrateful 7) ; vii. 31 sg. (vincit ` 
malos pertinax bonitas). As the 
gods, in spite of all unthank- 
fulness, continue unweariedly 
to send rain upon the worthy 
and the unworthy, and patiently 
bear with the error of those 
who misconceive them, so also 
should we act, and conquer in- 
gratitude by benefits, as the 
husbandman conquers unfruit- 
ful ground by tillage; Z. c. ii. 
9 sq. (hidden benefits). 

R 
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than were found among the elder Stoies. The need 
of community is stronger with Seneca than with 

them, and though the social nature and vocation of 

man is in both cases recognised with equal decision, 

in the older Stoies it appears more as the fulfilment 

of a duty, in Seneca more as an affair of inclination, 

of human affection, and of benevolence; and hence 

he lays the chief stress on the virtues of the philan- 

thropie disposition. How closely this softening of 

the Stoie severity is connected with Seneca's deeper 
sense of human imperfection has already been in- 

dicated. 
From the same source we must also derive the 

religious cast of his ethics. Here, too, he follows 

throughout the common tendency of his school.' 

The will of God is to him the highest law ; to obey 
and to imitate that will, is the most universal com- 

mand,” synonymous? with the claim of life accord- 

ing to nature; he perceives in reason and conscience 

the divine spirit dwelling in us;* he bases the 

equality of all men on the proposition that God can 

take up his abode as well in the soul of a slave as 

in that of a nobleman; and the union of the in- 

dividual with humanity on the thought of the gods 

who, with us, belong to the universe and govern it ;? 

| Phil.d. Gr. IIL i. p. 130. emplum sequi. L.c. vii. 31, 2 ; 
? The Deity here coincides 

with Nature, and, therefore, 
also the will of God with the 
laws of nature. 

3 Benef. iv. 25, 1: Proposi- 
tum est nobis secundum rerum 
naturam vivere et Deorum ex- 

V. Be-15, 4=T = Bp- 165.55 ct. 
Benef. vi. 23, 1; Provid. 5, 8. 

5 Phil d Orea paal 25 
320, 1. 

* Ep. Wes TOES 20853 
Dé Ota, 4, 15 )PIaE dar EDE, 
1. 5.-902,::25-290 3. 
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he pressingly insists on a willing and joyful ac- 
quiescence in the decrees of Providence, and sees in 
this disposition the most secure foundation for the 

freedom and peace of mind of the wise man ;' but, 

at the same time, he would leave open to us asa 

last refuge the voluntary departure from life,? and 

would have us accustom ourselves above all to a 

contempt for death, without which, he says, no 

happiness is possible.? In all these utterances there 

is nothing which does not flow from the true spirit 

of the Stoic doctrine. Even the proposition that 

no one can be good without the assistance of the 

deity is to be understood with Seneca wholly in the 

sense of that system; the divine assistance which 

he claims is no supernatural aid, but coincides with 

the use of our reason and its natural powers.‘ If, 

1 Cf. ibid. III. i. p. 304,1; 
305, 1. 

2 Ibid. III. i. p. 306, 1. 
3 Nat. Qu. vi. 32, 5: Si vo- 

lumus esse felices, si nec ho- 
minum nec Deorum mee rerum 
timore vexari, si despicere for- 
tunam supervacua promittentem, 
levia minitantem, st volumus 
tranquille degere et ipsis Dis de 
felicitate controversiam agere, 
anima in expedito est habenda, 
&c. 

* This plainly results from a 
comparison of the passages in 
which this proposition is ad- 
vanced. In Æp. 41, 2, after he 
has said that there dwells in 
us a divine spirit (by which 
nothing else is meant but 
reason and man's conscience), 
he thus proceeds: Bonus vero 
vir sine Deo nemo est: an po- 

test aliquis supra fortunam nist 
ab illo adjutus easwrgere ? Ille 
dat consilia magnifica et erecta. 
In unoquoque virorum. bonorum 
(quis Deus incertum est) habitat 
Deus. Similarly, Hp. 73, 15: 
Non sunt Di fastidiosi non in- 

. vidi: admittunt et adscendent- 
ibus manum porrigunt. Miraris 
hominem ad Deos ire (through 
the elevation of the mind and 
will)? Deus ad homines venit, 
immo, quod est propius, in ho- 
mines venit: nulla sine Deo 
mens bona est. Semina in cor- 
poribus humanis divina dispersa 
sunt, que si bonus cultor ex- 
cipit, similia origini prodeunt 
et paria, his, ex quibus orta sunt, 
surgunt, &c. The help of God 
must, therefore, consist in this: 
that an effluence of the Deity 
as Adyos orepparixds is combined 
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therefore, Seneca's doctrine is distinguished from 

the elder Stoicism by its religious character, this must 

on no account be understood to mean that he was 

thereby carried into radical deviations from the Stoic 

system, but only that the importance assumed by 

the religious element in relation to the philosophical 

is peculiarly characteristic of him; his distinction 

from the earlier Stoics is merely quantitative. That 

the religious point of view, however, acquired with 

him such great preponderance, we must attribute 

partly to the practical and popular cast of his philo- 
sophy and partly to his lively sense of human weak- 

ness and imperfection, which must naturally have 

disposed him to point more frequently and more 

emphatically to the support which the moral life of 

man finds in the belief in God and his guiding 

power in the world, and in the human spirit. How 

pure, moreover, is Seneca’s conception of religion ; 

how he keeps clear, not only of the belief of the 

people, but of the fallacies of Stoic orthodoxy ; how 
the plurality of gods is cancelled in the unity 

of the divine nature, and external worship in the 

spiritual cultus of the knowledge of God, and the 

imitation of his moral perfection, have already been 

shown. Here also Seneca appears as,a worthy re- 

presentative of Roman Stoicism, in which a purer 

with a human body in the the power of atonements are 
spiritual nature of man. only defended very condition- 

! Phil.d. Gr.1II.i.p. 312594. ; ally; and Seneca elsewhere 
315,5; 324, 1; 326,1; 337,3; treats such things simply as 

340 2. Even in the passages absurdities (Nat. Qu. iv. 4, 6). 
last quoted, soothsaying and 
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and freer view of religion had been implanted by 
Panstius in its very commencement, and which it 

had constantly maintained, as is seen by the example 
of a Scævola, a Varro, and a Cicero. To Paneetius, 

Seneca bears great resemblance in his whole mode 

of thought. Both postpone the theoretical doc- 
trines of their school to the practical, and seek to 

make the latter as fruitful as possible by a treat- 

ment generally comprehensible and an application 

to individual details: and in this endeavour they 

have no seruple about recurring to other than Stoic 

predecessors, or departing from the Stoic tradition 

on certain points. But these departures are far 

more considerable with Panstius than with Seneca ; 

and on the other hand, with Seneca the ethical 

base of the earlier Stoicism, confidence in the 

moral power of man, is much more deeply shaken, 

and the feeling of human weakness and defec- 

tiveness more vivid than seems to have been 

the case with Panetius; and while the healing 

of the morally diseased human race is regarded as 

the chief task of philosophy, there arises the fusion 
of philosophy with religion and the reaction of 

ethical dualism on metaphysics, by which the later 

Stoicism approximated more and more to Platonism. 

! Cf. Phil. d. Gr. III. i.p. 340, partly by his exposition of the 
1, and sup. p. 49,2; 170 sg.; 176 Stoic theology in the second 
sqq. If in the above sentencesI book of the treatise De Natura 
name Cicero beside Sceevolaand Deorwm, from which some strik- 
Varro, this is justified partly ing passages are quoted, Phil. 
by his particular connection d. Gr. IIL. i. 311, 1; 314, 2. 
with the Stoic school, and 
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CHAPTER. IX. 

THE STOICS CONTINUED : MUSONIUS, EPICTETUS, MARCUS 

AURELIUS. 

STOICISM maintained on the whole the same charac- 

ter during the entire course of its further history, 

except that the traits by which Seneca had already 

diverged from the original direction of his school, 

ultimately asserted themselves more strongly. The 

rest of the Stoic philosophy known to us may there- 

fore, be discussed more concisely. 
A younger contemporary of Seneca's, Musonius 

Rufus, who resided in Rome in the reigns of Nero 

and Vespasian,? was a distinguished teacher of philo- 
sophy,? and was held in the highest estimation on 

| C. Musonii Rufi Heliquie | sonius of whom Pliny (Æp. iii. 
et Apophthegmata e.Annot. Edid. 11, 5, 7) makes honourable 
J. Venhuizen Peerlkamp (Har- mention. He was of good 
lem, 1822*; the first 137 pages family, originally from Etruria 
are taken from Petri Nieuw- (Tac. Ann. xiv. 59; Hist. iii. 
landii Dissertatio de Musonio 81; Philostr. Apollon. vii. 16), 
Rufo(which appeared in 1783); and more especially Volsinii 
also, Moser, in Studien von (Suid. cf. the epigram Anthol. 
Daub und Creuzer, vi. T4 sqq. Lat. 1. 79; vol 4. 467, Bnrm»: 

* Tac, Ann. xiv. 595 xv. 7l, The. year of hiss birth, as uns 
and elsewhere. Vide the fol- known, but as he had already 

lowing note. in 65 A.D. aroused the jealousy 
* Musonius Rufus, son of of Nero by his fame as a 

Capito (Suidas), is apparently teacher of philosophy (Tac. 
identical with the Cajus Mu- Ann. xv. 71) and according to 



MUSONIUS RUFUS. 

- account of his personal character. This philosopher 

confined himself even more decidedly than Seneca 

Julian, ap. Suid. then filled a 
public office, it can hardly be 
supposed later than 20-30 A.D. 
An adherent of the Stoicschool, 
the friend of Rubellius Plautus, 
with whom we find him in Asia 
Minor in the year 53 A.D. 
Thrasea Petus and Soranus, 
whose death he afterwards 
revenged by the judicial prose- 
cution of his accuser, the 

miserable Egnatius Celer (Tac. 

Ann. xiv. 59; Hist. iii. 81; iv. 

10, 40; Epict. Diss. i. 1, 26) 

was banished by Nero, 65 (Tac. 
Ann. xv. 71; Dio Cass. lxii. 27; 
Muson. ap Stob. Floril. 40, 9, 
p. 75; Themist. Or. vi. 72, d.; 
vii. 94, a; Suid., Moveóv and 
Kopvovros, instead of this, re- 
presents him as put to death, 
but this is a palpable error, 
arising perhaps from Justin. 
CApol. ii. 8); according to 
Philostratus, Z. c., his place of 
banishment was Gyara, which 
was visited from all sides on 
his account. The same author 
(Apol. v. 19) and the pseudo- 
Lucian in his Wero, mention 
that one Musonius was em- 
ployed in penal labour in the 
proposed cutting of the isthmus. 
Philostratus also (4. e. iv. 35, 
46) mentions a Babylonian 
Musonius, a wonderful philo- 
sopher, whom Nero threw into 
prison. But whether our Mu- 
sonius is here. meant, and 
the BagvAóvios of Philostratus 
should be altered to BovAcivios, 
or discarded (vide Nieuwland, 
p. 30 sqq.) seems the more im- 
material since these statements 
are as valueless as the absurd 

letters which Musonius is said 
to have exchanged with Apol- 
lonius. How the ‘Tyrian’ Mu- 
sonius is related to our philo- 
sopher cannot be clearly ascer- 
tained, as we have seen (sup. 
p. 199); but they seem to be 
identical. He was probably 
recalled from exile by Galba 
(cf. Epict. Diss. iii. 15, 14 ; Tac. 
Hist. ii. 81); and when the 
philosophers were ordered to 
leave Rome by Vespasian he 
alone was excepted (Dio Cass. 
Ixvi. 16); according to Themist. 
(Or. xiii. 173 c.) he had per- 
sonal relations with Titus. How 
long he lived we do not know; 
butif he is really the person 
mentioned by Pliny he must 
have survived the reign of 
Trajan. Nothing is related as 
to any writings by him; that 
which Stobeus communicates 
from him seems like an account 
given of his lectures by a dis- 
ciple, and indicates the exis- 
tence of Memorabilia, such as 
those of Xenophon, or Arrian 
concerning Epictetus. Suidas 
(IIeAíev) ascribes such &rouvn- 
poveóuora Movowvlov to Asi- 
nius Pollio,a contemporary of 
Pompey. Ridiculous as this is, 
it is probable that one Pollio 
had composed them; but he is 
not to be identified (as has 
been done by ancient and mo- 
dern writers) with Claudius 
Pollio, who according to Pliny 
(Ep. vii. 31, 5) had written a 
Liber de Vita Anni (older read- 
ing Musonii) Bassi, but rather 
with the grammarian Valerius 
Pollio, who (Suid. Z. c.) lived 
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to moral problems. He too starts from the general 
bases of the Stoic system, and even its theoretic por- 
tions were not neglected by him. Epictetus relates 
that he practised his scholars in the use of logical 
forms, and demanded scrupulous accuracy with 
regard to them ;' a remark as to the origin of moral 
conceptions points to the Stoic theory of knowledge 
and its empiricism.? He mentions in a similar 
manner certain physical doctrines; speaks of the 
unchangeable necessity of the universe, of the 
ceaseless change of all things to which everything, 
both in heaven and earth, is subject ; of the regular 
transition of the four elements one into another,? 
fulfilling itself through the same stages upward and 
downward ; of the divine nature of the heavenly 

under Hadrian, and was called 
a philosopher. According to 
the description of the younger 
Pliny (Zp. iii. 11) his son-in- 
law, the Artemidorus whom 
Pliny soenthusiastically praises, 
is to be considered his disciple. 

! Diss. i. 7,32. When Rufus 
blamed him for not knowing 
how to find what was wanting 
in a syllogism, he excused him- 
self thus : uh yap Tò KamiróAtov 
evéerpnoa, to which the other 
replied, avdpamodov, év0dbe rd 
mapaAevmóuevoy Kamitwaidv oT 
C here is what you have over- 
looked, the chief thing’), 

? Ap. Stob. Floril. 117, 8, 89 
(Mein.): Man can attain to 
virtue: ob yap érépw0év moðev 
TavTas émivonoa: Tas üperàs Éxo- 
Mev (efx.), À am avris tis àv- 
Opwreias picews, évrvxóvres àv- 
6pdrois roi010 bé rig, olovs üvras 

avtovs Üeíovs kal 0eoeibeis àvó- 
Ha¢ov. There is a similar de- 
claration of Seneca, Ey. 120, 4; 
cf. Ep. 120, 11. 

3 tob. F'loril. 108, 60. This 
fragment bears with someothers 
(Mloril, 19, 13; 20, 60, 61; 
Lei, ii. 356) the inscription: 
‘Povpou èk trav "Emkthrou Tepl 
pidias, That nothing more, 
however, is meant by this than 
an account taken from Epic- 
tetus (i. e. from a lost porticn 
of Arrian's dissertations) con- 
cerning an utterance of Mu- 
sonius (cf. Schweighiuser on 
Epictet. iii. 195) is the less 
open to doubt, since Musonius 
is always Rufus in Epictetus; 
and a comparison of Diss. iii. 
23, 29, with Gell. X. A. v. 1, 
shows that he is the person 
intended. 



HIS PRACTICAL CHARACTER. 

bodies ;! and as these are nourished by vapours, so 

(in agreement with the Stoics and Heracleitus) the 
- soul, he says, is nourished by the evaporation of the 

blood; the lighter and purer, therefore, our food is, 

the drier and purer will be the soul? Some other 

definitions, standing in close connection with ethies 

—such as those respecting the goodness and moral 

perfection of God, the natural kinship of man with 

God,’ the divine omniscience,‘ the divine law, the 

effluence of which is moral duty, or virtue as an 

imitation of God 5—we should necessarily have pre- 

supposed to belong to him, even had no decided 
utterances on these subjects been handed down 

to us. To the popular religion he also accorded 

the recognition allowed by the Stoie principles, 

! These are the gods for 
whose nourishment the evapo- 
ration from the earth and from 
the waters is sufficient. 

2 Stob. Z. e. Concerning the 
corresponding Stoic doctrines 
vide Phil. d. Gr.11L.1.189.4 and 
196, 2. The observation (Flori. 
19, 51, p. 94) that God has as- 
signed the faculty of thought to 
the best protected place in the 
body, isof littleimportance; this 
may mean either the head or the 
breast (cf. ibid. III. i. p. 197, 2). 

8 Floril.117, 8, p. 88. Man 
alone is a wlunua eo upon the 
earth (similarly 17, 43, p. 286); as 
there is nothing higher in God 
than virtue (Musonius expressly 
enumerates the four funda- 
mental virtues) as virtue alone 
makes him the perfect being, 
beneficent, friendly to man, and 
exalted above all weaknesses, 

such as we conceive Him (Phil. 
d. Gr. III. i. p. 140), so also for 
man, virtuous conduct alone is 
according to nature. 

* Stob. Ploril. Hac. Jo. Dam. 
ii. 18, 125; Bd. iv. 218 (Mein). 
Musonius here infers from the 
omniscience.of the gods that 
they require no demonstrative 
proof; and he applies this in 
the manner discussed infra, 
p. 252; but the thought of 
the omniscience of God admits 
of very forcible application in 
the way of ethical admonition. 

5 Loo. cit. 79, 51, p. 94. 
€ Cf. note 1 and Plut. De 

Aere Alieno, 7, 1, p. 830, where 
a capitalist says to Musonius, 
who wishes to borrow money: 
ó Zebs 6 owrthp, bv od pipi Kar 
(nAots, ob Oaveí(era, and the 
other laughingly replied, ovd¢ 
Savei(ei. 
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without apparently troubling himself with any 
speculative justification or interpretation of it.! But 

with scientific enquiry as such, with a knowledge 

that carries its end and purpose in itself, Musonius 
has no concern. We see this already from the fact 

that among the many sayings and discussions of his 

that have been preserved to us,? the theoretical doc- 

trines of his school are only mentioned in a casual 
and superficial manner. But he has himself spoken 

most definitely on this subject. Men are to be 
regarded as sick, from a moral point of view; in 

order to be cured they require continual medical 

treatment. Philosophy 

! In this respect, however, 
there is little to be quoted 
from these fragments. The 
deity is called Zeus, and the 
divine law the law of Zeus 
(Fort. T9, 5L. p. 94); the 
stars are treated as gods (sup. 
p. 249,1); and as Chrysippus had 
blamed the unmarried state as 
an offence against Zeus Game- 
lios (Dui. d. Gv. HT. 1. 293, 2) 80 
Musonius urges, among other 
things, against the exposure of 
children, that it is a crime 
against the marpo @eot and 
Zevs dudyvios (Floril. 75, 15); 
and in favour of marriage he 
says that Hera, Eros, and 
Aphrodite have it under their 
protection ; while the observa- 
tion: Oeol yap émitpomevovaw aù- 
Tov, ka00 voulCovTa: map’ a&vOpw- 
Tos, meyado, even if we sub- 
stitute voulCera: and thus render 
the assertion less startling, still 
points the distinction between 
the popular and the philoso- 
phical notion of the gods. In 

must supply this need. 

the same way Musonius ( 7loril. 
85, 20, end) argues against 
luxury that it hinders the ful- 
filment of our duties; among 
others, the duties connected ' 
with service to the gods. 

? There are in all, more than 
fifty of them and among these 
many of considerable length; 
in Venhuizen Peerlkamp's work 
they occupy 135 pages. 

"Plut. Coh. ia, 2, D. 15325 
kal u)v Gv ye ueuvtjue0a. Movow- 
víov KaA@y év srt, à. SvAAa, TÒ 
Serv àel 0epamevouévovs Biovy rovs 

cdé(eo0am. uéAAovras. Gell. JV. 
4A. v. 1, 2, and infra p.252, 3. 
This point of view, under which 
the Cynics first represented 
philosophy (vide Phil. d. Gr. II. 
i. 285, 3) becomes strikingly 
prominent everywhere after the 
beginning of the first century 
A.D.; examples have already 
come before us (sup. p. 77, 3; 237, 

2) and weshall meet with others 
among Stoics, Platonists, and 
Neo-Pythagoreans. 



ETHICS OF MUSONIUS. 

Philosophy is the only way to virtue, and there- 

fore occupation with it is necessary for every one, 

even for women;? but conversely virtue is the 

only end and content of philosophy; to philo- 

sophise means to learn and to practise the principles 

of conduct according to duty.? A philosopher and 

a righteous man are therefore synonymous ;* virtue 

and philosophy are only different designations for 

the same thing. But whereas Socrates and Plato 

understood this proposition in the sense that virtue 

is merely the fruit of a real and fundamental know- 

ledge, Musonius, on the contrary, agrees with the 

Cynies that true wisdom can be attained without 

much knowledge by means of moral endeavour. 

Philosophy requires few doctrines, and may dispense 

with theorems in which the Sophists take such de- 

light ; what is necessary may well be learned even in 

the occupations of the spade and the plough.’ Virtue 

is far more a thing of custom than of instruction, for 

the vicious habits of men are only to be overcome by 

1 Stob. Floril. 48, 67, where 
we read: Sikasos 5¢ mas àv etn 
Tis ph emordmevos Sdixaoocdvny 
ómoióv tl èstri; but this is im- 
possible without philosophy. 
Likewise in regard to cwppootvn 
and the other virtues. There- 
fore: mâs kal riva Tpómov ðú- 
vairo &y ris. BaciAcUcat À Bidva 
Kad@s, el uù QiXocodfjceiev. 

? Floril. Jo. Damasc. ii. 13, 
123, 126 (iv. 212 sqq. 220 sqq. 
Mein). 

3 Loc. cit. ii. 19, 123, end, 
p. 216: $uAocoía kaXokàryaOÍas 
éotly érvrífjbevais kal ovdty Erepov 
(thus Floril. 48, 67); l. c. ii. 
13, 126, p. 221: (nrety kal sko- 

meiv Ümes BidcovTat kaAds, Umep 
Tò QiXocooet eei; F'loril.67, 20, 
end: où yap 0? $iXoco$eiv Ere- 
pov Ti palverat by À TÒ È mpérei 
kal È mpoohKer Adye uev àva(meiv 
Epyw 56€ mpárTew. 

4 Floril. 19, 51: Tò 5€ ye elvai 
&ya0bv TG $iXócoQov elvai TabTÓv 
écTi, Similarly 48, 67: the 
good prince is necessarily a 
philosopher, and the philoso- 
pher is necessarily fit to be a 
prince (?), (cf. sup. note 1). 

5 Loc. cit. 56, 18, p. 338 sq. 
Musonius here shows that the 
calling of a husbandman is 
best fitted for a philosopher. 

CHAP. 
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opposite habits.! The disposition to virtue, the germ 
of virtue, is implanted in all men by nature ;? if we 
have before us an unspoiled pupil of a good dispo- 
sition, it needs no lengthy argument to convey to 
him right moral principles and the right estimation 
of goods and evils ; a few convincing proofs, indeed, 
are better than many ; the main point is that the 
conduet of the teacher should correspond with his 
prineiples, and that similarly the disciple should live 
according to his conviction. To this practical end, 
then, aecording to Musonius, all instruction should 
work. The teacher of philosophy should not pro- 
duce applause but improvement; he should ad- 
minister to his hearers the moral medicine that they 
require; if he does this in the right way, they will 
not have time to admire his discourse, they will be 
completely oceupied with themselves and their con- 
science, with feelings of shame, repentance, and 
exaltation.* In this manner Musonius himself tried 
to work upon his disciples; he spoke so forcibly to 
their hearts that each individual felt as if per- 
sonally struck ;? he made the entrance to his school 

! Loc. cit. 29, 78, with which 
the statement of Lucius (sup. 
p. 199) in the Eve. e. Jo. Dam. 
i. 7, 46 (vol. iv. 169 sg. Mein.) 
entirely agrees. 

? Tlavres oet mepúkauev oğ- 
Tws Bote (fv dvauapthtws kal 
KGÀQS . . . puaoikhy elvai broBo- 
Ahv TH TOD àvÜpámov yux mpos 
kaAokà'ya0íav kal omépua àperîs 
ékácTq nuay éveivai, where this 
is proved (ap. Stob. Kel. ii. 426 
sq.) by the argument that the 
laws demand moral conduct 

from all, and all lay claim to 
the honour of it (cf. Phil. d. Gr. 
T11.1. 224, 2). 

? Stob. Floril. Exe. e Jo. 
Dam. ii. 18, 125 (iv. 217 sqq. 
M.) 

* Gell A. 4 y a EDICE 
Diss. 11. 23,298 

$ Epict. l. c.: rovyapody obTws 
£Aeyev, do Exacroy Tuv ka- 
Ohuevov otegOa bri TÍS more avrov 
diaBeBAnkev’  obrws jjymrero TaY 
ywouévev, otTw mpd dpbaruav 
érí0e. rà Exdorou Kaka, 
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more difficult, in order to separate the stronger yap 
natures from the weaker and more effeminate;! he IX 

sought to brace their force of will by the thought of 
the diffieulties life would bring to them ;? and we 
may well believe that the influence of such instruc- 

tion must have been very important and lasting on 

the character of those who enjoyed it. But we cannot 
expect that a philosopher who so decidedly subor- 

dinated scientific problems to practical influence, 

should distinguish himself by originating new 

thoughts or even by the firmer establishment and 

. logieal development of a doctrine already existing. 

If, therefore, in most of the fragments of Musonius 

we must acknowledge the purity of mind and cor- 

rectness of moral judgment which they exhibit, we 

;cannot estimate their scientific value very highly. 

What we mostly find in them is merely an application 

of the recognised Stoical principles which sometimes 

becomes so minute that the philosopher, after the 

example of Chrysippus, does not even disdain to 

give precepts on the growth of the hair and beard.? 
On certain points the Stoic principles are exaggerated ; 

Musonius exceeds the bounds of Stoicism and ap- 
proximates partly to the simplicity of the Cynics and 

partly to the asceticism of the Neo-Pythagoreans; at 

other times he deduces, even from thence, such pure 

! Loc. cit, iii. 6, 10. Kad@ (to treat this better) rapa 
2 Loc. cit. i. 9, 29: obTw kal cot avTà AaBeiv duvduevos. 

‘Podos TeipdQwv me cider Aévyeiuv: 3 Floril. 6, 62, where Muso- 
cv fjreral got Tovro kal rovro  nius,like Chrysippus before him 
bird ToU ÜeomóTov. Kamod mpds (Athen. xiii. 565, æ), expresses 
avroy &mokpiwajuévov, St. àv0pó- himself strongly against the 
miwa: tl odv, pn, ékeivov mapa- cutting of the hair and beard. 



ECLECTICISM. 

and yet humane precepts as were not universal in 
the Stoic school itself. His leading thought is the 

inner freedom of man. But this is linked to two con- 

ditions, (1) the right treatment of that which is in 

our power, and (2) submission to that which is not 
in our power. In our power is the use we make 

of our ideas, and on this depends all virtue and 

happiness. All the rest is out of our power; that we 

must, therefore, leave to the course of the universe, 

and must be satisfied and happy with whatever it 

brings us. From this standpoint Musonius judges 

the value of things; in harmony with his school he 

declares virtue to be the only good, and wickedness 

the only evil; everything else, riches and poverty, 

pleasure and pain, life and death, are indifferent ; ? 

he requires that we should defend ourselves against 

the troubles of life, not by external means but by 

elevation above the external, and indifference towards 

it;? that, for example, we should regard exile as no 

evil, but should feel ourselves at home in the whole 

! Stob. Fel. ii. 356: ray öv- 
Twy Ta u€v ed huiv €0ero ó Beds 
7a Ò oU. èp huv èv TÒ KAAN- 
Tov kal omovdadtatoyv, @ ÒN) Kal 
aùtòs eùðaiuwv eotl, Thy XPT 
TaY $avraciQy.  ToUTO yap ópÜcs 
yvcyvóuevov éXev0epia. early ebpoia 
eb0vuía evorabera, ToUTo Se kal 
dikn écTi kal vóuos kal c'wpo- 
avvn kal urtara perf. Tà Ò’ 
&AAa mavra ovK èp july èro- 

Tato. ovKovy kal huas ocuun- 
gous xph TQ eg yeverOa kal 
TavTn ÜieAóvras TA mpd'yuara TAY 
Mev èp uty mávra Tpómov àvri- 
moieioha, Tà 5E wh èp mv 

emitpewat TQ Kdouw, kal etre 
Tv mwaidwy Óéovro etre THS Ta- 
tpidos elre rod odmaros etre 
órovoUv, aopuevous mapaxwpeir. 
Cf. Floril. 7, 23 (uh dvoxépaive 
Tais TepigTdo ecuv) ; l. c. 108, 60, 

where from the thought of the 
necessity of the course of the 
world and of the change of all 
things, is deduced the moral 
application that the condition 
of a harmonious life is the 
ékóvTa déxecOa TavayKaia, 

< Klorit 29.008, 9: 6155 et. 
Gell JM. A. xvi. d. 

3 Sup. p. 253, 2. 
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world,! that we should neither seek death nor shun 

it. In order to attain this strength of mind, how- 
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ever, man needs not only the most continual moral is ethics. 

practice and the most unremitting attention to 

himself? but also bodily hardening. Musonius, 

therefore, admonishes us to learn to endure bodily 

exertions, deprivaticns, and hardships ; he desires 

to lead us back as much as possible, in regard to 

food, clothing, and domestic arrangements, to a 

state of nature; he goes further, and with Sextius 

and the Neo-Pythagoreans, counsels us to avoid the 

eating of flesh, because this is not according to 
nature for man, and because, as he thinks, it en- 

genders thick and cloudy evaporations which darken 

the soul and weaken the power of thought. On 

the other hand he cannot agree with many of the 

1 Of, the lengthy discussion 
ap. Stob. Floril. 40, 9, which 
finally comes to the conclusion 
that as banishment robs a man 
of neither of the four principal 
virtues, it robs him of no real 
good; it cannot injure the good 
man, and the bad man is in- 
jured by his wickedness and 
not by banishment. 

2 Of. Phil. d. Gr. III. i. 306, 4, 
5. It isin entire agreement with 
this that Musonius (ap. Epict. 
Diss. i. 26 sq.) blames Thrasea 
because he desired death rather 
than exile; for we should nei- 
ther, he says, choose the harder 
instead of the easier, nor the 
easier instead of the harder, 
but regard it as a duty apxeio- 
0n. TQ Sedouévy. The story 
which Tacitus (Ann. xiv. 59) 
relates with a qualifying *fe- 

runt'is also quite in accord- 
ance with his spirit—that he 
prevented Rubellius Plautus 
from escaping, by means of an 
insurrection, the death with 
which Nero threatened him. 

3 Cf. Stob, Floril. 29, 78, and 
the expression (ap. Gell. W. A. 
xvii. 2, 1), remittere animum 
quasi amittere est. 

4 For the body, he says (ap. 
Stob.. Z. ¢.), must be made the 
serviceable tool of the mind, 
and with it the soul also will 
be strengthened. 

5 Stob. b c.; Pliny, Zp. iii. 
11; 6, praises in Artemidorus 
(sup. p.246, 3, end),besides other 
excellences, his hardiness, mo- 
deration, and abstemiousness. 

9 Stob. Floril. 1, 84; 18, 38; 
8, 20; 94, 23. 

7 Loc. cit, 17, 43, sup. 249, 2. 
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Stoies who carry the self-dependence of the wise 

man to the point of dissuading even from marriage ; 

he is himself a warm advocate of a connection so 

natural, and, in a moral point of view, so beneficial ; 

and gives very good and wholesome precepts on the 
subject.! He sets himself still more decidedly 

against the immoral courses which the elder Stoics 

had not unconditionally excluded, for he condemned 

all unchastity in or out of marriage, as also the 

castom of the repudiation and exposure of children,? 

so common in antiquity, and justified even by Plato 

and Aristotle. The gentle disposition which guides 

him in all this is also shown in the proposition that 

it is unworthy of man to revenge injuries, partly 

because such faults as a rule arise from ignorance, 

partly because the wise man cannot really be injured, 

and not the suffering but the doing of wrong is to 

be regarded as an evil anda disgrace.! When, how- 

ever, he condemns on this principle the judicial 
indictment of offences, we recognise the onesided- 

ness of a standpoint where elevation above external 
things has become indifference to them, and has 

degenerated into a denial of their interconnection 
with things within. 

With Musonius is connected his famous disciple 

himself Musoni lare 

cretus Volsiniensi. 

2 Loc. 006.6, 61: 

i Doe: Ot. 51, 20:209. 295 TU, 
14; et. PA. d. Gr. 111.1, 2939,:2; 
and sup. p.216, 3. He himself 

soboles, 

was married, for Artemidorus 
was his son-in-law (sup. p. 246, 
3, end), and in the Program. 
Aniol: Lat. 3. 79. Cvol. 1:57; 
Burm.) Testus Avienus calls 

SOC. LOTT Sie DOES le 
CR sup. p. 25051. 

* Loo. c. 19516; 40,9 : S020 
20, 61. 



A 

DATE OF EPICTETUS. 

Epictetus, a Phrygian who lived in Rome under 
Nero and his successors, went in the reign of 
Domitian to Nicopolis, and seems to have died in 
that of Trajan. In the discourses? of this philo- 

' Epictetus’ native city was 
Hierapolis in Phrygia (Suid, 
’Emixr.). He himself was a 
slave of Epaphroditus, the 
freedman of Nero (Suid., Epict. 
JDiss. i. 19, 19; cf. i. 1, 20; 
i.26, 11; Gellius, W. A. ii. 18, 
10; Macrob. Sat. i. ll, 45; 
Simpl. in Epiect. Enchirid. c. 9, 
p. 102, Heins.), weak in body 
and lame (Simpl. l. e.; cf. 
Epict. Lnchir. 9; Celsus, ap. 
Orig. c. Cels. vii. 7 ; Suid. and 
others : according to Simplicius 
he was lame from his youth; 
according to Suidas he became 
so through sickness; according 
to Celsus, through the ill- 
treatment of his master, who 
may indeed have used him 
harshly, judging from the quo- 
tation sup. p. 253, 2), and lived 
in great poverty (Simpl. /.c.and 
on c. 33, 7, p. 272; Macrob. 7.c.). 
While he was yet a slave he 
heard Musonius (Epict. Diss. 
l7, 32; 9, 29; iii. 6, 10; 23, 
29). In the sequel he must 
have beeome free. Under Do- 
mitian he must have left Rome 
(sup. p. 190, 1, end) with the 
other philosophers (Gell. W. A. 
xv. 11, 5; Lucian, Peregr. 18); 
he betook himself to Nicopolis 
in Epirus (Gell. Z. c. Suidas), 

: where Arrian heard him (Epict. 
Diss. ii. 6, 20 ; 1, Pref. ; cf. iii. 
22, 52). According to Suidas 
and Themistocles (Or. v. 63, 
he lived until the reign of 
Marcus Aurelius: this, how- 
ever, is chronologically impos- 

sible. Even Spartian's state- 
ment (Hadr. 16), that Hadrian 
associated with him in summa 
Jamiliaritate is somewhat sus- 
picious, as Hadrian's accession 
to the throne (117 A.D.) is more 
than 50 years removed from 
the time when Epictetus seems 
to have heard Musonius in 
Rome; but the last years of 
hislife may nevertheless have 
extended to the reign of Ha- 
drian, or this emperor may have 
become acquainted with him 
before he came to the throne. 
He himself makes mention of 
Trajan (Diss. iv. 5, 17; cf. iii. 
13, 9). The consideration in 
which Epictetus was held by 
his contemporaries and later 
authorities is attested, among 
others, by Gellius, who calls 
him (ii. 18, 10) philosophus 
nobilis, and (in xviii. 194) mawi- 
mus philosophorum ; also by Mar- 
cus Aurelius (mp. éavr. i. 7), who 
thanks his teacher, Rusticus, 
even in mature age, for having 
made him acquainted with 
the Memorabilia of Epictetus; 
cf. likewise Lucian, Adv. Ind. 
13 (who relates that an ad- 
mirer of Epictetus bought his 
earthenware  candlestick for 
3,000 drachmas); Simpl in 
Enchir. Pref. p. 6 sq. and many 
others. 

2 These are the A:arpiBal and 
the 'E»yxeipíàiov. Arrian wrote 
down the former, as he says in 
the preface, after Epictetus as 
faithfully as possible, in the 
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by Arrian. 

Moral 
practice 
the end 

ECLECTICISM. 

sopher, recorded by his admirer Arrian,' the problem 

of philosophy is likewise restricted to its moral 

operation. According to Epictetus, to philosophise 

is to learn what to desire and what to avoid. The 

beginning of philosophy is the consciousness of a 

man's own weakness and need of help: he who is to 

become good must first be convinced that he is evil? 

first instance for his own use, 
and only published them when 
copies of them had begun to 
be taken without his co-opera- 
tion. The * Handbook ' he com- 
piled later, partly from the 
Dissertations (Simpl. in “pict. 
Man. Pref, according to a 
letter of Arrian to Massalenus). 
He also wrote about the life 
and end of Epictetus (Simpl. 
l.c.) The latter work is pro- 
bably identical with the twelve 
books ‘OmiAtae "Emikríjyrov men- 
tioned by Photius ( Cod. 58) ; of 
the eight books of AiarpiBai, to 
which the same writer alludes, 
we have still four, and of the 
other numerous fragments most 
are in Stobeeus. I quote Ar- 
rian’s writings on Epictetus 
simply under Epictetus' name. 
That Epictetus himself wrote 
much (Suid.) is manifestly 
false. 

1 Flavius Arrianus (Dio Cass. 
]xix. 15, attests the name Fla- 
vius) was born and grew up in 
the Bithynian town of Nico- 
media, where he was also priest 
of Demeter and Kore (Arrian. 
ap. Phot. Cod. 93). Under 
Trajan we find him with Epic- 
tetus at Nicopolis (see the two 
last notes and Lucian, Alex. 2, 
and elsewhere); under Ha- 

drian, in 133 A.D., as prefect of 
Cappadocia, he held the hostile 
Albanians in check (Dio Cass. 
Lc). He afterwards rose to 
the consulate (Phot. Cod. 58, 
Suid. ; avip Pwualwy èv rois mpa- 
tois, he is called by Lucian, 
Alex. 2). From this we see 
that, though belonging to a Ni- 
comedian family(Phot. Cod. 58), 
he possessed the right of Roman 
citizenship, whether he himself 
had received it or one of his 
ancestors (probably from one 
of the Flavian emperors). He 
was also an Athenian citizen, 
and was named after the man 
whom he imitated as author 
and general, Eevooàv or véos 
Eevopav (Arrian. De Venat. 1, 
1. 5,0; Phot. 7.6. puid) Ace 
cording to Phot. 7. c. and Suid. 
he lived till the reign of Mar- 
cus Aurelius. Concerning his 
writings, cf. Fabric. Biblioth. 
v. 91 sqq. Harl.; Müller, Fragm. 
Hist. Gr. iii. 586. The Arrian 
whose meteorology is often 
quoted is not the Stoic; cf. 
Ideler, Arist. Meteor. i. 138. 

2 Diss. iii. 14, 10: xal axebbv 
Tb pirocopety TODT’ Eat, (mre 
môs  évÓéxerau — àrapamobiaTws 
dpeter xprjia0at kal ékkAtaet. 

3 Diss. ii. 11, 1: àpx3 $iXo- 
coplas mapa Thy 6bpav (not Opar) 



Uwe "Te 

HIS DOCTRINES. 

The philosopher is a physician to whom the sick come, 

and not the healthy ;! he must not only instruct 

his scholars, but help and cure them; of what use 

is it to display his learning before them, to develop 

dogmas, however true they may be, or to provoke 

their applause by proofs of his cleverness? The 

most necessary and important thing is rather that 
he should speak to their consciences, that he should 

bring them to the feeling of their wretchedness and 
ignorance; that he should call forth in them the 

first resolve of amendment; that he should make 
them philosophers, not in their opinions, but in 

_ their behaviour ;? in a word, that he should produce 

&mrouévois aris cvvalodnots THs only in order to applaud thy 
abToU dabevelas Kat àBvvaulas fine oratory? (Similarly iii. 21, 
Tepl Ta àvaykaia, Fr. 3 (Stob. 8.) rodro Swxpdrns érole:; Tora 
Floril. 1, 48): ei BotAe àya0bs Zhvwv; Tora KAedvOns. And also 
elvai, wlorevoov Uri kards ef, Cf. (passing over other utterances), 
Seneca, sup. p. 273, 2. ii. 19. Epictetus is here asked 

1 Diss. iii. 23, 30: iarpetéy éoriv, what he thinks of the kupievwy 
čvõpes, rb Tov duAomóQov oxo- (Phil. d.G@r. I. i. 230, 4), and he 
Aciov' où Set Hodévras eéeAGetv, replies that he has as yet come 
GAN  àXyfjcavras. čpxerðe yàp to noopinion thereupon ; but he 
obx byieis, &c. Cf. Fr. 17 (Stob. knows that very much has been 
Flor. iv. 94), and Musonius, written about it. Has he read 
sup. p. 733, 2; 734, 5 sq. the treatise of Antipater on 

2 Diss. iii. 23, 31, Epictetus the subject? No; and he does 
continues: You come, not as not wish to do so: what does 
healthy people, &AA' 6 uèv uov the reader gain from it? $Ava- 
éxBeBAnkas, 6 © aréornua Exwv, pórepos Fora Kal daKaipdrepos, 
ó 86 cbpryya Exwv, ô 86 kepaAaA- À viv èstri. Such things are 
yav. elt’ éyà ka0lcas duty Aéyw worth just as much as the 
vonudtia kal eripwynudria, tv’ learning of the grammarians 
duets émauvégavrés ue é£éA0nTe, 6 about Helen and the island of 
piv Tbv uov èkpépwv olov eìch- Calypso. But even with ethical 
veykev, 6 56 Tv kepadhyaaattws doctrines it is generally the 
éxovoay, &c. And shall the same thing. Men relate to one 
young men make long journeys, another the principles of a 
leave their parents and belong- Chrysippus and a Cleanthes, as 
ings, and spend their property, they relate a history from Hel- 

s 2 
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ECLECTICISM. 

on them the deep moral impression which Epictetus 

himself had received from Musonius, and his 

scholars in like manner received from Epictetus.! 

From this point of view Epictetus could of 
course ascribe to theoretical knowledge, as such, only 

a very subordinate value ; and this must especially 

hold good of that part of philosophy which mani- 

festly stood in the most distant connection with 

ethies, namely logic. The chief thing in philosophy is 

the applieation of its doctrines ; next to this stands 

the proof of them ; only 

lanicus ; but if somebody were 
to remind one of these disciples 
of the philosophers during a 
shipwreck or a trial before the 
emperor, that death and ban- 
ishment are not evils, he would 
regard it as an outrageous 
mockery. Of what use, then, is 
such a philosophy ? Deeds must 
show to what school a man 
belongs. But most of those 
who call themselves Stoics 
prove themselves to be rather 
Epicureans, or, at the most, 
Peripatetics of the laxest sort. 
Srwikdy è Sei~are uoi ef Tiva 
Éxere . . . Beifaré uot Tivà vo- 
coüvra kal evruxovyTa, kivbv- 
yevovra kal evruxyovvTa, &C. 
yvxàv Setdrw Tis buy àv0pómov 
0éXAovros buoyvapovicat TQ Oed 
2. . BY ópyuÜnva, wh plovia 

. . Gedy èë àvÜpómov émi6v- 
povra ‘yevérOat deltare. 
GAA’ obk čxere. TL obv abrois 
épmal(ere ; &c. Kal vüv éyà wey 
moubevrífjs ciui bjuérepos* bueis 5€ 
map’ éuol maiSevecbe. My pur- 
pose is, dmoreA€oa: Duas aKwAv- 
Tous, dvavaykdoTous, àrapamobía- 

in the third rank comes 

Tous, eAevbepous, ebpooUvTas, eù- 
Saiwovovvtas, eis Toy Bedv àpo- 
p&vras èv ravrl uikpQ kal peydàw. 
Your purpose is to learn this. 
dia Tl obv obk viera: elmaré 
uoi Thy aitiay. It can only lie 
in you, or in me, or in both. 

Ti oiv; OéAeTE aptwucOd more 
To.wavTny émiBoA»v  koui(ew èv- 
Tada: TH mexpt viv apduer 
ap§aucbo uóvov, moarevoaté uot 
kai bWeoOe. A further example 
of the manner in which Epic- 
tetus admonished his pupils is 
given in Diss. i. 9, 10-21. 

! Concerning Musonius, vide 
sup. p. 252; concerning Epic- 
tetus, Arrian, Diss. Pref. 8 sq.: 

émel kal A€ywy avTds ovdevds ĞA- 
Aou SyAos Hv èpiéuevos, OTi wh 
KiVTjc aL TAS YVÆUAS TOV akovdyTwY 
mpos rà BeATiata. If his dis- 

courses, as reported by Arrian, 
did not accomplish this, &àAA' 
éketvo latwoay oi évrvyxávovres, 
bri, avtos ÓmÓT€ ÉAevyev abrovs, 
avaykn hv ToUTo TácXeiw Tov 
àkpowuevov avTov, Ömep eketvos 
autov mabeiy 7)BovAero. 



LOGIC. 

the doctrine of proof, the scientific method, for that 
` is only necessary on account of the proof, and proofs 

are only necessary on account of their application.’ 

However useful and indispensable, therefore, logic 
may be in order to protect us from fallacies, and 

though accuracy and thoroughness are undoubtedly 

necessary in its pursuit,’ yet logic cannot be an end 

in itself ; the question is not that we should be able 

to explain Chrysippus and solve dialectic difficulties, 

but that we should know and follow the will of 

nature, that we should attain the right in what we 

do and avoid;* the only unconditioned end is 

virtue ; dialectic is a tool in its service,‘ the art of 

speech is merely a subordinate help, which has 

nothing to do with philosophy as such.? In accord- 

ance with these principles, Epictetus seems to have 

occupied himself very little with dialectic questions ; 
at any rate the written records of his doctrine con- 

tain not a single logical or dialectical discussion. 

Even the refutation of scepticism gives him little 

concern ; he declares it to be the greatest stubborn- 

ness to deny self-evident things; he says he has not 

! Man, c. 52. Epictetus else- 
where (Diss. iii. 2; ii. 17; 16 
sq. 29 sq.) distinguishes three 
problems of philosophy: the 
first and most necessary is that 
it should set us free from 
our passions; the second, that 
it should make us acquainted 
with our duties; the third that 
it should strengthen our convic- 
tions with irrefragable proofs ; 
and he insiststhat we should not 

trouble ourselves about this last 
point unless we are clear about 
the two first. 

3 Diss. i. 7; €. 17; il. 25; 
vide sup. p. 248, 1. 

3 Diss. i. 4, 5 sqq. ; ii. 17, 27 
aqq. ; iii. 2; c. 21, 1 sqq.; ii. 19 
sqq. (vide previous note); c. 18, 
17 sq.; Man. 46. 

4 Diss. i. 5, 1; Man. 52. 
5 Diss. i. 8, 4 sqq. ; ii. 23. 

CHAP, 



ECLECTICISM. 

time to contend with such objections; for his 

part he has never taken hold of a broom when he 

wished to take up a loaf of bread; he finds that 

the sceptics themselves act in the same way, 

and put food into the mouth and not into the eye ;! 
finally he encounters them with the old reproach 

that they cannot deny the possibility of know- 

ledge without maintaining its impossibility.? Of 

the proper signification of scepticism and of the 

necessity of its scientifie refutation he has no idea. 

He is just as little concerned about the investiga- 

tions of natural philosophy; indeed, he expressly 

agrees with the saying of Socrates, that enquiry 

into the ultimate constituents and causes of things 

passes our understanding, and could have no value 

in any case? If, therefore, he generally presup- 
poses the Stoie theory of the universe, he not only 

institutes no independent inquiries in that sphere, 

but even in the doctrines of his school there are 

very few points—only the universal bases of the 
Stoie conception of the world, and especial the 

theological definitions—which attract his attention. 

He is full of the thought of God, who knows our 

1 Diss. i. 55 21, 15:-399.5. Hi. 
20, 28. 

2 Diss: 1L 20, 1.599. 
3 Fr. 75 (Stob. Flor. 80,14) : 

TÍ pot mere, dmol, mórepov èg 
&róuwv, À èë óuoiouepõv, À èk 
mupos kal YS avvéa Take rà Üvra ; 
ov yap àpkec ua0eiv Thy obaíav 
TOU à'ya00U kal kakoU, Kc, Ta D 
rèp huâs xalpew éGv; twa 
TUXÒV Mey akaTdAnTTA eoTW àv- 

Opwrivyn yvaun €i 86€ kal rà ud- 
Atota Bein tis elvai. karaAmmrá, 
GAN’ oiv Th Ü$eAos KaTadnpbéy- 
Twv, &c. This discussion pro- 
fesses to be a commentary on 
the Socratic theory, as we see 
by the word no} which is 
afterwards repeated; but it is 
nevertheless unmistakable that 
Epictetus adopts the same 
standpoint himself, 



GOD.AND THE WORLD. 

"words and intentions, from whom comes all good, 

in whose service the philosopher stands, without 

whose commission he may not go to his work, whom 

he should have always before his eyes.' He proves 

the guidance of Providence by tbe unity, order, and 

interconnection of the universe;? he praises the 

paternal care of God for men, the moral perfection 

which makes Him a pattern for us. He recognises 

in the world the work of God, who has ordered all 

for the best: has made the whole perfect and fault- 

less and formed all its parts to correspond with the 

necessity of the whole, has destined all men to happi- 

ness and furnished them with the conditions of it ; * 

he extols, in the spirit of his school, the adaptation 

of means to ends in the universe, which he says 

meets us so clearly at every step that our whole life 

should be an unceasing song of praise to the Deity ;° 

and, like his school, he condescends to point out 

this adaptation even in the smallest and most ex- 

ternal things ;9 he does not allow himself to be dis- 

turbed in his faith even by the apparent evils and 

injustices in the world, having learned from the 

Stoa to reconcile these also with the perfection of 

God and his works. This belief in Providence, 

however, Epictetus, in the true fashion of the 

Stoics, always refers primarily to the universe, 

1 I shall recur to this later — * Diss. iv. 7, 6; iii. 24, 2 sq. 

on. Meanwhile, cf. Diss. 22, 5 Diss. i. 16. 

2; 23, 53; 21, 18; ii, 14, 11, 6 Of, Diss. i. 16,9 sgq. and 

18, 19; 19, 29; i. 16. Phil. d. Gr. III. i. 172, end. 

2 Diss. i. 14, 16; Man. 31, 1. 7 Ibid. IJI. i. 175, 4; 178, 2; 

3 Diss.i. 6, 40; 9,7; ii. 14, and infra, p. 271, 1. 

11 sqq. 
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and to the individual only so far as is determined 
by the interdependence of the whole; when he 
counsels submission to the will of God, this coin- 
cides, in his sense with the demand that man 
should conform to the order of nature.! Things, he 
says, with Musonius, cannot happen otherwise than 
as they do happen; we cannot withdraw ourselves 
from under the law of change to which the heavenly 
bodies and the elements are subject;? against the 
universal order which all things serve and obey we 
ought not to rebel. So also he expressly mentions 
the doctrine which most strongly asserts that 
nothing individual is more than a transient moment 
in the flux of the whole—the doctrine of the con- 
flagration of the world. And as the religious 
conviction of Epictetus allies itself on this side 
to physies, so on the other side it allies itself, 
like Stoicism, to the popular religion. Stoic 
pantheism with him also includes polytheism ; 
the derived divine natures are to be distinguished 
from the primal divine nature; and if all things 

1 Da. 1.13, 18.39; 28-395 
li. b, 24 sqq. ; 6, 9 sqq. 

? [nthe fragment mentioned 
sup. p. 248,3, which begins thus: 
Ür. ToT Ù TOU Kédcmov pias 
kal ort kal čorav kal ovx oióv 
T€ BAAws ylyverbat à *yvyvóueva, 
3 s viv €xei. 

3 Fr. 136 (Stob. Floril. 108, 
66: mTdvra brakover TQ kÓcue 
kal bmmperec—earth, sea, stars, 
plants, animals, our own bodies. 
Our judgment alone cannot 
be set up in opposition to it. 
kal yap ia xvpós eai kal Kpeloowr, 

kal Éuewov. bmép huâv BeBovrev- 
Tal, META THY ÜAcv kal huâs ovv- 
bio Qv. With Epictetus also, 
as with his whole school, God 
coincides with the universe. 

* Diss. ii. 13, 4 sqq., where, 
as in Sen. Æp. 9, 16, the con- 
dition of Zeus after the 
universal conflagration is de- 
scribed, 

* Hence he says in Diss. iv. 
12, 11 : éyà 8 ëxw rim ue Sez 
&péckeiw, thu bmoreráx0am, rivi 
melderOar' TG beg kal rois uer’ 
ékeivop (11; BI, 20) To Ad 2.8, 
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SOOTHSAYING. 

are full of divine powers, so are they full of gods 
and dæmons.! The beneficence of these gods we con- 

tinually enjoy in all that we receive from nature and 

from other men; to deny them is the more unjusti- 

fiable, the greater is the injury that we thereby 

cause to so many.? Yet the relation of Epictetus 

to the popular religion is, on the whole, very in- 

dependent ; accordingly he seldom mentions the 
popular gods, and then only casually, without further 

committing himself to the allegorical interpretations 
of his school, but prefers to speak in a general 

manner of the gods or the deity, or even of Zeus ; 

he retains indeed, with Socrates, the principle of 
honouring the gods according to our power, after 
the manner of antiquity,’ but he also knows very 

well that the true service of God consists in know- 

ledge and virtue ; * the fables about the underworld, 

the worship of hostile beings he blames; and if 

he does not attack the belief in soothsaying, he 
demands that men should be able to dispense with 

prophecy, that they should make use of it without 

fear and desire, being previously in harmony 

with the result, and should not first enquire of the 

TOis &AAos 0cois, and iii. 13, 4 
sq.), besides Zeus, Here, Athene, 
Apollo, and, generally speaking, 
the gods, who do not survive 
the conflagration of the world. 

1 Diss. iii. 13, 15 : Távra 0càv 
peorà kal Sauuóvov, 

2 Loc. cit. ii. 20, 32 sqq. 
where, as examples of gods the 
denial of whom is censured by 
Euripides, Demeter, Kore, and 

Pluto are named ; but the Stoic 
unmistakably reserves to him- 
self the traditional interpreta- 
tion of these gods in the $v- 
gikbs Adyos. 

3 Man. 31, 5. 
4 Man. 31,1; cf. Diss. ii, 18, 

19; Phil. d. Gv. III. i. 311, 1. 
5 Diss. iii. 19, 15; i. 19, 6; 

22, 16. 

CHAP, 
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soothsayer, where the fulfilment of a duty is in 
question.! 

To Epictetus the belief in the kinship of the 
human spirit to God is of the highest value; man 
should be aware of his higher nature; he should 
regard himself as a son of God, as a part and 
emanation of the deity, in order to gain from this 
thought the feeling of his dignity, of his moral 
responsibility, his independence of all things ex- 
ternal, brotherly love to his fellow men, and the 

consciousness of his citizenship in the universe ;? 
and in the same sense Epictetus, after the manner 
of his school, elso employs the conception of dz: mons, 

understanding by them merely the divine in man? 
On the other hand we vainly seek in him for more 
minute anthropological enquiries; even the question 
of immortality is only mentioned casually, and if 
from his utterances on the subject we gather that 

(departing from the Stoic dogma) he disbelieved 
in a personal existence after death, utterances of 

his are also to be found which logically lead to 

the opposite theory. Nor is the question of the 

| Diss. 1. 0; Man. 32. 
* Dish 3. 9j 9-940 123 29 

$gQ.; 6. 18,9; c. 14, 5 sqq.5 1. 
8, 11 sgg. ; 1v. 7, 1 ag. ci. Phil. 
d. Gr. UI; 1. p. 200, 2. 

3 Diss.i. 14, 12 sqq. ; cf. Phil. 
d. Gv. I1IL. i. p. 919,2. 

! Epictetus' view of the des- 
tiny of the soul after death is 

from the commencement, alien 
to the body, longs to leave it 
and to return to its original 
state. Thus in Fr. 176 (ap M. 
Aurel. iv. 41): yvxdpiov el, Ba- 
cTd(ov vekpóv; cf. Diss. ii. 19, 
27: èv TQ Gcwuaríp TOUT TQ 
vekpg, l. c. i. 19, 9; but espe- 
cially Diss. i. 9, 10 sgq. He 

not easy to state. On the one 
hand he treats the soul (this 
aspect will be spoken of again 
later on) as an essence which is, 

thought that they (he here says 
to his disciples) émvyvóvres Thy 
mpos TOUS OcoUs avyyyéveiav, kal OTL 
Seoua Tiva TaUTa mpoonpThucba 



FREE WILL. 

freedom of the will discussed with any exactitude ; 
it seems, however, probable that Epictetus did not 

depart from the fatalism of his school! since he 

constantly insists that all faults are involuntary 

and merely a consequence of incorrect notions, for 

it is impossible not to desire what a man holds 

Tb cua kal Thy kTfüjoiw abToU 
. would wish to shake off 

this burden, kal &meA0eiv mpds 
robs ovyyeveis, that they would 
say to him, obiéri àvexóue0a were 
TOU cwparíov Toórov Sedeuevor 
2.4 OÙK . . o Owyyeveis TIVES TOU 
Oeod eouey kakeiüev eAndAvOauer, 
hes huâs &meA0eiv Oev eAnrd- 
camer" Uses AvOjval more Tay ðe- 
pôv tovtwy, that he, for his 
part, would have to remind 
them that they must await the 
call of God, and when that 
came to them, he should have 
to say, TT’ àroAvea0e mpds abróv. 
According to these utterances 
we should have supposed that 
Epictetus believed with Plato 
and the majority of the Stoics, 
that the soul after death was 
transferred to a better life 
with God. Other passages, how- 
ever, render it doubtful whether 
he meant by this a personal 
existence. He says (Diss. iii. 
13, 14), when God no longer 
grants to a man his subsistence 
in life, we should regard this 
as if He opened the door and 
called to him to come; and to 
the question ‘ whither ?’ this is 
the answer: eis ovdév Sewdy. GAN 
Oev èyévov, eis Tà (Xa kal ovyye- 
vf, eistaoroxeia. Grov jy èv col 
mupds, eis wip meisi Borov hv yn- 
Slov, eis yhdiov' Scov-mvevpartov, 
eis mvevudriov" rov ddartov, eis 

óBdriov. What becomes of the 
soul we do not learn ; but as, on 
the supposition of its personal 
continuance, this was to be 
said before all things, we can 
only conclude that Epictetus 
made the soul also pass into 
the elements, fire and air; 
among the Stoics the soul was 
universally described as Pneu- 
ma or as fire, and Epictetus 
would not herein have diverged 
from his school; the faculty of 
sight, according to the Stoic 
doctrine an emanation of the 
dyenovucbv, is expressly de- 
scribed in Diss. ii. 23, 3, asa 
Pneuma inherent in the eye. 
The same theory results from 
Diss. iii. 24, 93: TroUTo @dvaros, 
peraBoA3) uel(wv, oùk èk ToU viv 
bvros eis rb uù bv, GAA’ eis Td 
vov wh by. oùkéri ov Écouai; 
otk ton, GAN ÉAAo Ti, ob viv ô 
kócuos xpeíav Éxei Here the 
continued existence of man is 
certainly asserted, but it is 
not a personal existence; it is 
merely a continuance of his 
substance; he becomes &AAo Ti, 
another individual. 

! [t is also plain from this 
that Epictetus places the su- 
periority of man over the 
animals not in free will but in 
consciousness (the dvvauts mapa- 
KoAovdntixh) ; Diss. i. 6,12 sqq.; 
ii. 8, 4 899. 
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to be a good. How this fatalism is to be combined 
with moral precepts and exigencies is nowhere 
indicated by our philosopher. 

But even in ethics we must not expect from 
Epictetus any more searching investigation. He 
who confines himself in philosophy to the practically 
useful, and carries on theoretic enquiry only as an 
accessory and means to this, is necessarily, even in 
his moral doctrine, devoid of any proper scientifie 
foundation and mode of treatment ; it only remains 
for him, therefore, to found that doctrine, in the 
last resort, upon immediate consciousness. Thus 
Epictetus, like his teacher Musonius, assures us that 
the universal moral conceptions and principles are 
innate in all men, and that all are agreed about them; 
the strife relates merely to their application in 
given cases. Philosophy has only to develop 
these natural conceptions and teach us to include 
the individual rightly under them: for instance, 
under the idea of good we are not to place pleasure 
or riches, and so forth. Here it is indeed acknow- 
ledged that the innate ideas do not suffice for 
themselves alone; and that in their application 
deceptive opinion is intermingled ;? but since, as 
Epictetus believes, there is no strife concerning 
the universal conceptions, he hopes to put an end 

Y Dis. 1. 18, 1-75.285,.1- 20: 
1L 20; UL. Gy 2: 0. T, oe PEE 
forms no contradiction to the 
above when  Epictetus says 
again (7r. 180; ap. Gell. xix. 
J) that acquiescence isan affair 

of our free will; for the Stoics, 
notwithstanding their fatalism, 
maintained the same. 

* 2Di38, 31.722: ]929:-9 50 A Le 
Colts S S 



TRUE WISDOM. 

to the discord of moral presentations in the simple 

Socratic manner, starting from that which is 
universally acknowledged, by means of short dia- 

lectic discussions ;' the scholastic argumentations, 

the systematic treatment of ethics, seem to him, © 

not, indeed, worthless, so far as they serve to 

confirm our conviction, but at the same time not 
indispensable. 

If we would enter somewhat more closely into 

the content of Epictetus’ ethical doctrine, we may 

point out, as its fundamental feature, the endeavour 

to make man free and happy by restriction to his 

moral nature; from which proceeds the double 

demand to bear all external events with unconditional 

submission, and to renounce all appetites and wishes 

directed towards the external. This, according to 
Epictetus, is the commencement and sum of all 

wisdom—that we should know how to discriminate 

what is in our power and what is not in our 

power;? he is a born philosopher who desires 

absolutely nothing but to live free and not to be 
afraid of any event that may happen. Only one 

thing is in our power—namely, our will, or what 

is the same, the employment of our notions and 

ideas; everything else, whatever it may be called, 
is for us an external, a thing that is not in our 

power Only this should have, therefore, any 

! Loc. cit. especially ii. 11, quoted by Musonius from the 
and ii. 12, 5 sq. mouth of  Epictetus, sup. p. 

? Cf. sup. p. 261, 1. 264, 1. 
* Man. i. 1; 48, 1; Diss. i. * Diss. ii. 17, 29; cf. 1, 4, 18. 

1; 21, 22, 9 sq.; cf. what is Cf. sup. note 3, and Man. 

Inde- 
pendence 
of things 
external, 
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value for us, only in it should we seek goods and 
evils, happiness and unhappiness ; ! and this we can 
do, for things external do not concern ourselves ;? our 
will our proper essential nature, nothing in the 
world, not even the deity, can coerce;? only on the 
will depends our happiness ; it is not external things 
as such that make us happy, but only our concep- 
tions of things; and the question is not how our 
external circumstances are shaped, but whether we 
know how to govern and employ our notions.4 So 
long as we desire or avoid anything external to our- 
selves we depend upon fortune; if we have per- 
ceived what is ours and what is not, we restrict 
ourselves with our wishes to our own rational nature, 
we direct our efforts and counter efforts? to nothing 
which does not depend on ourselves: then we are 
free and happy, and no fate can have any hold upon 
us; happen what will, it can never affect us and 
that on which our well-being depends? And the 
more completely we have made ourselves thus 
independent in our minds of the external, the 

o: DUIS. 25, 15 15, 94: 3E D, 
iL 3,15; 14 899.5 av 

5 Man. 1, 2, 19; Diss. i. 1, 7 
8qq.3 21 sqq.;c. 18, 17; 19, 7; 
22, 10 $99. ; 25, 1 sqq. ; ii. 1, 4; 

! Vide preceding note and 
Man: 19; Diss. iii. 22, 88 sgq.5 
1.1,41:3.90, T &6. 

2: DU 3. 1,213991 6. 18:0 Te 
29, 24; 11. 5, 4; Man. 6,9, and 
elsewhere. * 

| Diss d. 1,29; 1T, 2m M 
25, 195 151. 9, 10. 

+ Man, b, 16; 20: Diss i 
1009.1 31, A, 43 €. 16, 21:38. 
3, 18; 26, 34 sq. and elsewhere, 

Phil.d. Gr. Tih, i. p. 221, 1. 

5,5; 23, 16-s99.5 113.92 38; 
iv. 4, 23 et pass.; Gell. N A. 
xvii. 19, 5, where there is a 
quotation from Epictetus to the 
effect that the worst vices are 
impatience towards the faults 
of others, and intemperance in 
enjoyments and in all things; 
the art of living happily and 
without faults is contained in 
two words, àvéxov and &réxov. 
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clearer it will become that all that happens is 

necessary in the interdependence of things, and so . 

far according to nature we shall acknowledge that 

to each event a moral activity may be linked, 

and that even misfortune may be used as a means 

of training; we shall for this reason submit un- 

conditionally to our destiny and hold what God 

wills to be better than what we will, and feel 

ourselves free precisely herein, that we are satisfied 

with all as it is and happens; the course of the 

universe will correspond with our wishes, because we 

have received it unaltered into our wills.! Even 

the hardest experiences will not disturb the wise 

man in this temper; not only his property, his 

person, his health, and life, but even his friends, his 

belongings, his fatherland, he will consider as some- 

thing that is merely lent, and not given, to him, 

and the loss of which does not affect his inner 

nature ;? and as little will he permit himself to be 

troubled by the faults of others in his peace of 

mind ; he will not expect that those belonging to 

him should be free from faults ;? he will not require 

1 Phil. d. Gr. TIL. i. p. 303, 1; 
304, 1; Man. 8, 10, 53; Diss. i. 6, 
37 sqq.; 12, 4 sqq. ; 24, 1; ii. 5, 
24 sqq.; 6, 10; 10, 4 sg.; 16, 42 
sqq.; iii. 20; IV.i.99, 131; 7,20, 
and elsewhere. Itis consistent 
with this principle that Epic- 
tetus, who with his school re- 
garded suicide as the refuge 
kept open in the last resort, 
only allows it when circum- 
stances unequivocally demand 
it (vide Diss. i. 24, 20; 9, 16 ; 

ii. 15, 4 sqq. ; 6, 22; iii. 24, 95 
sqq. 

* Man. 1.1:0. 8; cee. 
14; Diss. i. 15; 22, 10; iii. 8, 
5, and elsewhere. 

3 Man. 12; 1, 14. Still less 
can natural compassion as to the 
external misfortunes of other 
men be permitted, though Epic- 
tetus is human and incon- 
sistent enough to allow the ez- 
pression of sympathy (Man. 
16). 
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that no wrong should be committed against himself: 

he holds the greatest criminal to be merely an 

unhappy and deluded man with whom he dares not 

be angry,! for he finds that all about which most men 
excite themselves,is grounded in the nature of things. 

Thus does man win freedom here by withdrawing 

with his will and endeavour absolutely into himself, 

while he accepts on the contrary all external events 

with perfect resignation as an unavoidable destiny. 
We cannot deny that these principles on the 

whole are Stoie, but at the same time we cannot 

help feeling that the spirit which pervades the 

morality of Epictetus is not quite the same as that 

of the earlier Stoicism. On the one hand our 
philosopher inclines to Cynicism, when, as we have 

seen, he speaks disparagingly of theoretie science; 

when he carries his indifference to the external and 

submission to the course of the world so far that 
the distinction of that which is according to nature 

and contrary to it, that which is desirable and ob- 

Jectionable—which was the doctrine chiefly dis- 

tinguishing the Stoie morality from the Cynie—for 

him almost entirely loses its meaning ;? when he 

T Dies.1. 18: ©. 28; 
? That distinction, he says in 

Diss. ii. 5, 24 sq., only holds 

good so far as man is regarded 
for himself irrespective of his 
place in the interconnection of 
nature; Tí el; üvO0pwmos. ef wey 
ÒS ümóAvTOV OKOTETS, kaTà pow 
egi (004 uéx pi yhpws, TAovTeiv, 
byiaiveiw: ei © ós &vOpwmrov oko- 
mets kal mépos Aou tivds, OV 

ékeitvo TÒ ÜXov viv uév ooi voira 
kabire, voy 6€ mTAcUgat Kal kivBv- 
vevoat, viv & amropnOjvat, mpd 
pas ` €otw bre àmoÜavety. tlh 
ov &yavakreis ; . advvarov 
yàp Èv roi 0Tq cópuaTi, Èr ToUTQ 
TQ WEPLEXOVTL, TOUTOIS TOTS Tv- 
(@o1, uù cuumimTew ÁAXois GAA 
Toata. | civ ov čpyov, éA- 
Cóvra eimety & Sei, SiabecOa raUTa 
ws émiBáAAe What falls to a 
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finds it dignified to disdain even those external 

goods which fate offers us without our co-operation ;! 
when in his exaltation above mental emotions he 

advances to insensibility ;? when he forbids us to 

feel compassion and sympathy for our fellow-crea- 

tures, at any rate in regard to their outward con- 

dition; when he believes that the perfected wise 

man will keep himself from marriage and the 

begetting of children in the ordinary condition of 

human society, because they withdraw him from 

his higher vocation, make him dependent on other 
men and their necessities, and have no value for 

a teacher of humanity, as compared with his 

man as his lot (as was said in 
c. 3; cf. c. 6, 1) is immaterial: 
TQ weodvtTt © emimedads kal Tex- 
vik@s xpjcbat, Toro dn eudv 
épyov early. In such observations 
Epictetus to a certain extent is 
anticipated by Chrysippus, from 
whom he quotes these words 
(Diss. ii. 6, 9): uéxpis by önad 
Mot À Ta Ektjs, del Tay edpverré- 
pev exoua mpds TÒ Tuyxdvew 
Tov karà þús aitds ydp w ó 
còs TV TowlTwy  ékAekrikbv 
èroinoev, el Bé ye dew rı vo- 
ceiv pot Kabeluaprar viv, kal 
Spuwv by ém abró. ral yàp ó 
movs, ei $pévas elxev, pua by 
érl Tb wndovc@a. In a system 
so strictly fatalistic as that of 
the Stoics, only a relative value 
could be allowed to the oppo- 
sition of ‘contrary to nature’ 
and ‘according to nature’; from 
the standpoint of the whole, all 
that happens appears according 
to nature, because necessary. 
But as the ancient Stoics were 

not deterred from action by 
their fatalism, neither did they 
allow it to interfere with their 
conviction of the different rela- 
tive values of things ; without 
which no choice among them, 
and consequently no action, 
would be possible (Cic. Fin. iii. 
15, 50). If that conclusion is 
more prominentin Epictetus, so 
that he approximates to the 
complete indifference of Aristo 
and the Cynics, this only shows 
the whole character of his ethi- 
cal theory of life, in which the 
Stoic withdrawal from the ex- 
ternal world becomes total in- 
difference to that world, and 
submission to destiny becomes 
inactive sufferance, or tends toit. 

1 Man. 15. 
2 Diss. iii, 12,10. Accustom 

thyself to bear injuries: ¢i@ 
obre mpoBhon, iva khv wahtn oé 
Tis e'mrms abris mpds abróv Srv 
bótov avipidvras mepieiAméva:. 

* Vide sup. p. 271, 3. 

CHAP. ; 
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spiritual posterity;'! when he dissuades us from 

taking part in political life, because for him every 

human community in comparison with the great 

state ofthe universe is too small ;? when, finally, he 

develops his philosophie ideal under the name and 

in the form of Cynicism.’ But, on the other hand, 

there unquestionably reigns in Epictetus a milder 

and gentler temper than in the older Stoa: the 
philosopher does not oppose himself to the unphilo- 

sophical world with that haughty self-confidence 

which challenges it to battle ; resignation to the un- 

avoidable is his first principle. He comes forward 

not as the angry preacher of morals who reproves 

the perversity of men in the bitter tone of the 

well-known Stoic propositions about fools, but as 
the loving physician who desires indeed to heal 

their diseases, but rather sympathises with than 

! Diss. iii. 22, 67 sqq.; cf. Phil. 
d. Gr.III.i.296. Epictetus him- 
self was unmarried (Lucian, 
Demon. 55; cf. Simpl. in Zpict. 
Enchir.c.33,7,p.272). In iii. 7, 
19 ; i. 23, 4 sg. he reproaches the 
Epicureans that their repudia- 
tion of marriage and of po- 
litical life undermines human 
society, and in Lucian (J. c.) he 
admonishes Demonax the Cynic 
to found a family, mpémrew yap 
kal ToUTO piroodgw àvbpl érepov 
av aŭro? karaAwmei TH pio 
(to which Demonax replied : 
* Very good ! Give me then one 
of your daughters !’). But this 
is only the same contradiction 
which we might everywhere 
find in the Stoic treatment of 
these questions. The principle 

of life according to nature and 
the necessity of human society 
demand family life; the inde- 
pendence and self-sufficingness 
of the wise man forbid it. 
With Epictetus, however, the 
latter point of view manifestly 
predominates, and thus there 
results a doctrine similar to 
that which prevailed at this 
time, and subsquently in the 
Catholic Church: marriage is 
recommended, but celibacy is 
considered better and higher, 
and is advised forall those who 
profess to be teachers in the 
service of God. 

2 Phil. d. Gr. ILI. i. 296, 3. 
* Vide Diss, 111. 92.:1v..8,.90; 

i. 24, 6. 
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accuses them, who is not irritated even by the ty oa 
greatest wrong, but prefers to excuse it as an invo- : 

luntary error.! 
men and the duties arising from it is in question, 

Epietetus represents these relations chiefly from 

the emotional side, as an affair of the affectionate 

temperament: we should fulfil our duties to the 

gods, to those belonging to us, and to our fellow- 

citizens, for we ought not to be without feeling, 

as if we were made of stone ;? we should treat all 

men, even if they are our slaves, as brothers, for 

they all descend equally from God ;? even to those 
who ill-treat us we ought not to refuse the love of 

! Vide, besides the passages 
quoted sup. p. 259, 1, the quota- 
tions p. 268, 1; for example 
(i. 18, 3): Tí rt Todos xaAe- 
malvowev ; kAérrau, Noly, cirl kal 
Awmodita. th gore TÒ kAÉmTTO| 
Kal AowodbTaL; wemAdynvTat Tepl 
&yaÜGv kal kakôv. xaXemaíveiw 
otv Dei abTojs À éAeetv abrobs; 
There is no greater unhappiness 
than to be in error concerning 
the most important questions, 
and not to have a rightly con- 
stituted will; why be angry 
with those who have this un- 
happiness? We should rather 
compassionate them. And 
finally, we are only angry with 
them because we cannot free 
ourselves from dependence 
on the things of which they 
deprive us: uh 0ajua(e cov ra 
iudria kal T kAémrm où aera- 
veis uù 0aóua(e Tb kdAXos Tis 
yuvaikds kal TQ uox ov xaAe- 
Taveis . . . mexps © by TaUTa 

0avud(ns, ceavrd xaAXérauve pÊ- 
Aov  éxelvois. 

2 Diss. iii. 2, 4. The first is 
being without passions or affec- 
tions; the second is the fulfil- 
ment of duty: ob ðe? ydp me 
elvai Grad} ds avdpidvra, &c. 

8 Diss. i. 13, where Epictetus 
exclaims to the master who is 
violent towards his slaves: àv- 
Spdwodov, oùk àvétp Tov aderApod 
TOU cavTod bs exer Tbv Ala mpó- 
yovov, orep vids èk Tav abrÀv 
onepudtwy yéyove kal Tis abrijs 
&vw0ev karaBoATQs; . . . ov peu- 
vnon Tis el kal rívev &pxeis; bri 
ovyyevarv, iri à3exov $c, bri 
TOU Aids àmoyóvwv; . . . dpas 
mov BAémeis ; Sri els TOUS TaAal- 

mépous tovrous vóuovs Tods Tay 
vexpav; eis 06€ robs Tav Oev ov 
BAéreis ; cf. Sen. Benef. iii. 18- 
28; De Clement. i. 18, 2; Ep. 
31,11; Vit. Beat. 24, 3; Mu- 
sonius ap. Stob. eril. 40,9; 
Ep. 44; Diss. iii. 22, 83; i. 9. 

T 2 

When our connection with other Universal 
love of 
mankind. 
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a father or a brother.! How this disposition is con- 

nected with the religious temperament of Epictetus 

and how from this starting-point a divergence from 

the older Stoicism is inevitable, even in the theo- 

retical part of philosophy, will be discussed further 

on. 

The greatest admirer of Epictetus was Marcus 

Aurelius Antoninus,? and in his apprehension of 

1 Diss. iii. 22, 54: SalpecOar 
det avroby (the Cynic, the truly 
wise man) ós óvov kal daipd- 
uevov pidety avTovs Tovs Oaípov- 
TAS, WS TATEPA TávT V, WS ÀBeA óv ; 
cf. Fr. 70; ap. Stob. Floril. 20, 
61; and concerning other Cy- 
nics who express themselves in 
the same manner, Phil. d. Gr. 
IIT..1..299, 4. 

? M. Annius Verus (for so he 
was originally called) was born 
on the 25th of April, 121 A.D., 
in Rome (Capitolin. Ant. Philos. 
1), where his family, which had 
emigrated with his great grand- 
father out of Spain, had at- 
tained. & high rank (7... 6.) 
His careful education was for- 
warded by his own anxiety to 
learn; philosophy very early 
attracted him, and already in 
his twelth year he assumed the 
garb of a philosopher and pre- 
scribed to himself abstinences 
which he only curtailed at the 
entreaties of his mother (l. c. 
c. 2). His teachers he loaded 
with proofs of his gratitude 
and respect, even when he 
became Emperor (7. c. c. 3; cf. 
Ant. Pi. 10; Philostr. V. Soph. 
11.9; and Dio. Cass, Ixxr 1, 

who relate the same of Sextus 
as Capitolinus relates of Apol- 

lonius; cf. sup. p. 197, note). 
The philosophers whose in- 
structions he attended were, 
besides the above mentioned, 
Stoics (/. e.) ; Sextus, the Pla- 
tonist, of Chaeronea, nephew of 
Plutarch (M. Aurel.i.9; Capitol. 
3; Dio and Philostr. /. c.; Bu: 
trop. vi 12; Sard: Map 
Alexander (M. Aurel. i. 12; 
Philostr.. V. Soph. n.:5; 2:9) 
but this last only at a later 
period; and Claudius Severus, 
the Peripatetic (Capitol. 3). 
Among the earlier philosophers 
none made a deeper impression 
upon him than Epictetus, as 
we have already seen (sup. p. 
738, 1; according to M. AurL 
7. Adopted by order of Hadrian 
(concerning his predilection for 
him, vide Capitol. i. 4; Dio 
Cass. lxix. 15) by Antoninus 
Pius, he took the name of Mar- 

cus Aurelius after he had borne 
that of his maternal grand- 
father Catilius for a while. On 
his accession to the throne the 
surname of Antoninus was also 
added (Capitol. i. 5, 7; Dio 
Cass. 4..2.).. His later dite: be- 
longs to Roman imperial his- 
tory, which exhibits to us on 
the throne of the Cæsars many 
more powerful princes, but 



MARCUS AURELIUS. 

Stoicism, as well as in his whole mode of thought, 
he approximates very closely to him. Like Epic- 

tetus he generally presupposes the Stoic doctrine, 

but only those determinations of it which stand in 

close relation to the moral and religious life possess 

any interest for him. He does not feel called upon 

to be a dialectician or a physicist;! and though he 

admits the value of these 

none of nobler and purer cha- 
racter, no man of gentler dis- 
position, stricter conscientious- 
ness, and faithfulness to duty. 
I refer, therefore, to Dio Cassius 
(B. 1Ixxi.), Capitolinus (Ant. 
Philos.; Ant. Pius. Ver. Imp.), 
Vulcatius(Avid. Cass.), and the 
well-known authorities for that 
part of Roman history; and in 
this place will only shortly 
mention the rare and peculiar 
relation in which Marcus Aure- 
lius as Cesar and actual co- 
regent stood to his equally 
excellent father-inlaw and 
adopted father (136-161), to 
whom he himself (i. 16; vi. 30) 
in his meditations has raised so 
beautiful a monument. His 
own reign was disturbed by 
great public misfortunes (fa- 
mine and plague in Rome, 165, 
6 A.D.), difficult wars (with the 
Parthians in 162 A.D., the Mar- 
comanni, 166 sqq. and 178 sqq.), 
dangerous insurrections (the 
Bucoli in Egypt in 170; Avidius 
Cassius in Syria, 175) ; and em- 
bittered by the indolence of his 
colleague Verus(died 172 A.D.), 
the immorality of his wife 
Faustina, and the wickedness 
and excesses of his son Com- 
modus. On the 17th of March 

‘M. Aurelius 

sciences in general,” he is 

180 A.D. Marcus Aurelius died 
at Vienna during the expedi- 
tion against the Marcomanni ; 
according to Dio Cass. c. 33, of 
poison, which his son had 
caused to be administered to 
him. A monument of his cha- 
racter and his philosophy re- 
mains in the aphoristic memo- 
randa, chiefly written in his 
later years, which in the MSS. 
bear the title eis éavrbv or kaf 
éavtov, but are also quoted 
under other designations ( Bach, 
p. 6). More recent monographs 
concerning him are the follow- 
ing: N. Bach, De Mare. Aur. 
Anton. Leipzig, 1826; Dórgens, 
vide sup. p. 202,1; Zeller, Vortr. 
und Abhandl. i. 89 sqq.; Cless 

Selbstgesprüche 
übers. und erlüut. Stuttgard, 
1866. And others in Ueberweg, 
Grundr. i, 223. 

! vii. 67: kal wh, Dri àrf)XTi- 
kas Siadextixds kal $vaikbs Égea- 
Oat, 51a roUTo amoyv@s, kal éXeó- 
epos kal aibfjumv kal koiwcmvikbs 
kal edreOhs Beg. 

? So he says in viii. 13, in 
agreement with the Stoic triple 
division of philosophy: ðm- 
vekGs kal eri mdons, ei olóv re, 
$qavracías qvacioXovyeiv, mabodo- 
yeiv, diarextinever Oat, 
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nevertheless of opinion that a man may attain his 

proper destination without much knowledge. The 

important thing is not that he should search out all 

things above and beneath the earth, but that he 

should commune with the dæmon within him and 

serve him in sincerity ;? the greater are the diffi- 

culties which oppose themselves to the investigation 

of the Real, the more should a man hold to that 
which in the changefulness of things and of opinions 

can alone give us calm—to the conviction that 

nothing can happen to us which is not according to 

the nature of the universe, and that none can oblige 

us to act against our conscience? It is only with 

these practical convictions, therefore, that he is 

concerned in his study of philosophy. Philosophy 

must give us a fixed support in the flux of pheno- 

1 Vide 211,1; cf. i. 17, where 
he reckons among the bene- 
fits of the gods that he did 
not make greater progress in 
oratory and poetry and such 
studies which otherwise might 
have exclusively occupied him, 
and that when he applied him- 
self to philosophy he refrained 
from &moka0íca. éml rovs ovy- 
ypaoeis, 3) ovAAoyiuoys àva- 
Avew, À wept Ta ueTewpoXo*yucà 
Kkatayiveo@at. 
3. 19:£ 15 2,2? Reesene 

BiBAÍa . . . Thv 86 ràv BiBAlwy 
6ó£av pliov. 

3 v. 10: rà uèv mpayuata èv 
ToT TpÓTOV Tivà eyKadvYer 
écTlv, date piàorópois oùk ÓA- 
yous, ovdé Tois TvXOoUGiv, čÕoke 
TavTdmagiw aKkaTraAnnrra elvat. 
TARV avTois ye Tois XTwikois 

SvoKkaTaAntra oke kal mca 7 
NUETÉPA c v'ykaráO eats ueram wr) 
mov yap 6 &àuerámTwros; If we 
go further with external things, 
they are all transitory and 
worthless; if we consider men, 
even the best are scarcely en- 
durable: èv coi bTy ov Coop 
kal pim kal rocabTm fiset... 
Ti mor eat) TÒ exTimmnOjva, À TO 
bAws orovdacOjvat Suvduevoy èT- 
vow. It only remains to await 
in peace his natural dissolu- 
tion, but until then -TovTois 
uóvois Tpocavamaveg0ar ev uév 
TQ, OTL ovdev cvuBtjceral uoi, Ò 
oUxl karà Thy TÀV ÜAwv $vciuv 
éoTív: érépo Se, bri &LteaTí mor 
unõèv Tpdágceiw mapa Toy eudy 
8cebv kal Saluova. oddels yap 6 
avaykKaowy TovTOV TapaBnvat. 
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mena, and supply a defence against the vanity of 

all finite things. ‘What is human life?’ he asks. 

A dream and an exhalation, a strife and a wandering 

in a strange land. Only one thing can guide us 

through it—namely, philosophy. This consists in 

our keeping the demon within us pure and clear, 

exalted above pleasure and pain, independent of the 

conduct of others; in our receiving all that happens 

to us as sent by God, and awaiting the natural end 

of our existence with cheerfulness and courage.’ 

The problem of philosophy lies, therefore, in the 

forming of a man’s character and the calming of 

his mind ; only according to their relation to this 

problem is the value of scientific enquiries and 

dogmas to be estimated. 
For this purpose there are three points in the 

theoretical portion of the Stoic system which are 

chiefly important in the eyes of our philosopher. 

First, the doctrine of the flux of all things, of the 

decay of all existence, of the rotation of becoming 

and passing away, in which nothing individual has 

1 ji, 17: ToU àvOpwTmivov Blov 
ó uèv xpóvos coTvyufj* 3j 9€ ovola 
péovoa, &c. avveAóvri 86 eimeiv, 
TávTra, TÈ ÈV TOU cépaTOS TO- 
tapos, Ta Dé THs puxiis Üveipos 
kal TÜ$os. ó è Blos mdéAeuos 
kal Eévov émibnula: 7] bo Tepoomula 
66 Ahn. Tl obv Tb maparéuyar 
duvduevoy ; Ev kal uóvov, pioco- 
gla. ToUTo bt èv TG T"peiv Tbv 
čvðov daluova  àvóBpurrov ral 
doin, &c. ere 06 mà cupBai- 

^. yovTa kal àmoveuóueva Sexduevor, 

ús ékeiüév mobev épxóueva, Sev 
abrds A0ev: éml masi 56 riy Od- 
vatov TAeq TH "yvóum mepuuévovra, 
és ovdty UAAo  Atow  TÀYV 
oroixelwv, èg Gv fkacrov (Gor 
cvykplvera., Similar utterances 
concerning the vanity and 
transitoriness of life and 
the worthlessness of every- 
thing external are to found in 
ii. 12, 15; iv. 3 (6 kóros àA- 
Aolwots' é Blos bwrdéAnWis); iV.. 
48; v. 33; vi. 36 et pass. 
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permanence,’ but all returus in course of time ;? of 
the ceaseless transmutation to which even the ele- 
ments are subject ;? of the change which conducts 
even the universe to its future dissolution.! With 
these doctrines he couples these reflections: what an 
unimportant part of the whole, what a transitory 
phenomenon in the stream of universal life, is each 
individual ;* how wrong it is to set our hearts upon 
the perishable, to desire it as a good, or to fear it 
as an evil ;$ how little we ought to disturb ourselves 
if we form no exception to the law which holds 
good, and must hold good, for all parts of the 
world, if we too are hastening to our dissolution." 
But the more lively is his consciousness of the 
changeableness of all the finite, the greater is 
the importance he attaches to the conviction that 
this ehange is governed by a higher law and sub- 
serves the end of the highest reason; and this is 
the conclusion of those propositions on the deity 
and providence, and on the unity and perfection of 
the world, to which Marcus Aurelius so often recurs. 
The belief in the gods is so indispensable to man 
that it would not be worth while to live in a world 
without gods; and just as little can we doubt that 

! iv. 36, 43; v. 13, 23; viii. know of the existence of the 6 ; ix. 19, 28 et pass. gods whom we do not see, ? 1. 14; vit. 6. Marcus Aurelius answers (x * ii. 17, end; iv. 46. 28): We believe in them be- *ys E 932. cause we experience the effects 5 y. 29 1 3x, 99. of their power; but that we * 154257.29; 1 1551x528. do not see them is not quite 7 H. 17, end; viii, 18; x. 7, true, for they (£e. a portion BT; xil. of them, the stars) are visible ; i. ll. If we ask how we and we believe in our souls 
a 



ORDER OF THE WORLD. 

the Divine Providence embraces all things and has 

ordered all things in the most perfect and beneficent 

manner ;! whether this care extends to the indi- 

vidual immediately as such, or is related to him by 

means of the general interdependence of nature.? 

The same divine spirit permeates all things; as the 

substance of the world is one, so is its soul ;* it is 

one rational and efficient force which goes through all 

things, bears in itself the germs of all things, and 
brings forth all things in fixed and regular succes- 
sion. The world, therefore, forms a well-ordered 

living whole, the parts of which are maintained in 

harmony and interconnection by an internal bond,’ 

and all in it is regulated for the best, the fairest 
and the most appropriate ends; the worse is made 

for the sake of the better, and the irrational for the 

without seeing them (cf. émakodovénow ... Td è Aor, 
Xenoph. Mem. 3, 14). 

1 ji. 3: rà Tay 0eQv mpovolas 
peoTá (xii. 5); mdvra kaAds kal 
QiAavOpémws Siardtayres oi Geol 
(ii. 4,11; vi. 44, &c.). 

? Marcus Aurelius allows us 
to choose between these two 
theories, whereas he repudiates 
the third—that the gods do 
not trouble themselves about 
anything—as wicked and sub- 
versive of all religion ; though 
even were it the case he holds 
that man could still take care 
of himself and his true welfare 
(vi. 44 ; vide Phil. d. Gr. III. i. 
163,3. Similarly ix. 28: ?jroi 
èp ékaoov ópuG ù ToU bAov did- 
voix, then be satisfied with it: 
À drat Spunce, rà St Aourà kar 

eire Oeds, ed Éxei mdvra eire Td 
elk}, uh kal av eik?j. Therefore, 
ii. 11, 84b Oe? èp ékdorov Aé- 
yew TovTO èv mapà Oeod hres. 
ToUTo bé Kata Thy cbAAnéw kal 
Thy cvuumpvouévmy abyKAwow, 
&c. The same distinction be- 
tween indirect and direct di- 
vine causation, between God 
and destiny, we find Phil. d. Gr. 
III. i. 148, 2; $89, 1. 

3 xii. 80; ix. 8; iv. 40; Pil. 
d. Gr. III. i. 200, 2; 140. 

4 Ibid. ITI. i. 159, 2, 8; v. 32: 
Tov Sia Tis ovalas Sihxovta Adyov 
kal 51a TavTbs ToU ai@vos Kara 
mep.ddous rera'yuévas OikovomourTa 
TÒ wav. 

5 iv. 40; Phil. d. Gv. III. i. 
p. 140; 169, 1, 2. 

281 

CHAP, 
IX. 

Belief in 
God. 

Divine 
order of 
the uni- 
verse. 



CHAP. 

ECLECTICISM. 

sake of the rational! Even that which seems to us 
burdensome and purposeless has its good end for 

the economy of the whole; even the evils which 
seem to conflict with the divine goodness and 

wisdom are in part merely the inevitable reverse side 
of the good, and in part things by which the inner 

nature and true happiness of man are untouched.? 

And not content with recognising in the usual 

course of things the traces of Divine Providence, An- 

toninus, in the spirit of his school, does not deny 

even the extraordinary revelations of God in dreams 

and auguries,? of which he believes himself to have 

had experience ;* on the relation of these revela- 

tions to the course and connection of nature? he 

says, however, little as concerning the relation of 

his gods to the popular deities ; 5 and in other pas- 

E Joc. wu ITO, 14 v 16, 90 
and elsewhere. 

? Phit.d. Grilli, p.174, 2; 
175,24 116,9: 101; 13 178, 25 
li. 11: rots uév kar? àAfj0eiav 
Kakois {va uù) mepvrimrm ó üvOpo- 
Tos, ÈT avTQ TÒ mày ÉÜevro: TaV 
66 Aovrüv ef Ti kakbv Fv kal 
TOUTO v  mpoibovro, (va èri 
mávT?) TÒ uj) mepir(mrew adbT@ Ò 
6€ xeípw uy moie? &vOpwmrov, THs 
àv ToUTro Biov àv0pómov xeípw 
mownoecev ; xii. 5, and elsewhere. 

3 ix. 27. Even to the wicked 
we must be friendly: kai of 
Geo) 86€ mavrolws abrois Bon0oUci, 
Òr Ovelpov, ià uavreidv. 

4 i. 17, where the Bonénuata 
5” óveípev are mentioned which 
were imparted to himself, 
among other things, against 
blood-spitting and giddiness. 

* Which had occupied the 

old Stoics so greatly (Phil. d. 
Gr. L1IL. i. 339 39.). 

$ Mareus Aurelius always 
speaks in a general manner of 
the eol or the beds, for whom 
he often substitutes *Zeus'; 
in regard to the popular deities 
he doubtless followed, as Epic- 

tetus did, the universal theories 
of his school, but held to the 
existing publie worship the 
more steadily, since for him as 
head of the Roman state it was 
a political necessity ; and thus 
we ean understand how Chris- 
tianity appeared to him as re- 
bellion against the laws of the 
State, and the constancy of 
the Christian martyrs as a 
wanton defiance (4$:A7 mapd- 
Talis, Xi. 3), which must be 
crushed by severity. Under his 
reign, as is well known, great 



FUTURE EXISTENCE. 

sages he altogether repudiates the superstition of 
his age.! The primal revelation of God he con- 

siders to be the human spirit itself, as a part and 

emanation of the Deity,—the demon within us, 

on which alone our happiness and unhappiness 

depends ; and this doctrine of the kinship of man 

to God is the third of the points which determine 

his view of the universe? He diverges, however, 
from the Stoic doctrine of man’s existence after death 

by the theory that the souls, some time after the se- 

paration from the body, return into the world soul or 

the Deity, as the body returns into the elements.? 

The central point, however, of the philosophy of 

persecutions of the Christians 
took place (Zeller, Vortr. und 
Abhandl. i. 106 sqq.) 

! In i. 6, he says in praise of 
Diognetus that he owes to him 
TÒ amorntiKoy Tots DTÓ Tay TE- 
parevouévev Kal yontwv mepl 
émpdav kal Tepl Samdvev àro- 
moms kal THY TOLOUTwY Ae'youé- 
Vois. 

? Of. on this subject, to 
which he often recurs, the 
quotations, Phil. d. Gr. III. i. 
p. 200, 2; 319, 2. 

3 Marc. Aur. ii. 17; iii. 3; iv. 14, 
21 ; v. 4, 18 ; vii. 32 ; viii. 25, 58. 
The most striking of these pas- 
sages isiv. 21. As bodies which 
are buried last for a time, but 
then decay, oÜres ai eis Tbv 
aiüépa  ue0igTdueva: Wuyal, èr 
mocóv cumpeivarat, ueraBdAAovct 
Kal xéovrai kal eEdmrovra, eis 
Tbv TOV bAwY oc'epuaTikbv Adyor 
&vaAauBavóuevat kal ToUTOv TÜV 
TpóTOoV xdópav Tais Tpoccvvotki(o- 
uévais Tapéxovci, The same is 

referred to in iv. 14: évvrée qs 
(=év TG Aw bméoTQS) ws uépos. 
évapavicO0don TQ  'yevvícavrv 
MaAAov 8€ avadnohon eis Tov 
Aóyov abToU Thy omepuatiKdy 
karà petaBoAny; v. 13: è al- 
Timdous kal dbAiKoD cuvéoTQka: 
obdérepov St robtwy eis TÒ uh bv 
pbaphrterat Somep ovdé èk Tod uh 
üvros bréorn, &c. Cf. further 
xii. 5; how is it consistent 
with the divine justice that, 
even the most pious persons 
die, in order not to return 
(émeidav rat àmo0dveci umkéri 
adOis ylverOat, àAX' eis Td mav- 
Teres ümeofmkévoi)? to which 
the answer is not that the pre- 
supposition is false, but rather 
roUTo 06 elrep kal obrws Éxei, eb 
Yo. Sti, ei ós (this is to be 
omitted, or else to be replaced 
by mws) érépws Exew Bei, éroím- 
cav čv. Also ii. 17, end; v. 33; 
viii. 18; ix. 32; x. 7, 81; xi. 
3; xii. 1, 21, 31. 

Kinship 
of man to 
God. 
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Antoninus lies, as has been said, in the moral life of 

mau, and here his likeness to Epictetus comes out most 

strongly ; but the difference of their nationality and 

social position made it inevitable that the Roman 

emperor should display in his theory of the world a 

stronger character and maintain the duties of the 
individual towards society more emphatically than 

the Phrygian freedman. For the rest, we find with 

him also that the fundamental determinations of 

his ethies are the dependence of man upon himself, 

resignation to the will of God, and the warmest and 

most boundless love of man.! * Why dost thou dis- 

turb thyself about others?’ he says to man; retire 

into thyself; only within dost thou find rest and 

wellbeing; reflect upon thyself; be careful of the 

demon within thee; loose thy true self from all 

that clings to it in a merely external fashion ; con- 

sider that nothing external can affect thy soul, 

that it is merely thy presentations which trouble 

thee, that nothing can injure thee if thou dost 

not think it injures thee; consider that all is 

changeable and futile, that only within thee streams 

in effect asserted in v. 33; the 
essential thing is 6eovs uèv ré- 
Bew kal evmuetv, àvOpémovs 5€ 

! Marcus Aurelius himself 
often brings forward these 
virtues, sometimes all three, 
sometimes only two of them, as 
the chief point. So in the pas- 
sagequoted sup. p. 278,3; 279,1, 
he mentions purity and freedom 
of the inner life, and submis- 
sion to the course cf the uni- 
verse, iii. 4; and together with 
these a recollection of the kin- 
ship of all men and the duty 
of caring for all. The same is 

eù movety, kal àvéxeo0au abTGv 
kal améxecOa (cf. p. 270, 6). 
baa 0€ éxrbs Üpwv Tov Kpeadiou 
kal Tov TveuuaTíov, TavTa ueu- 
voða unte cà óvra, punte em 
got. But as he does not at- 
tempt any systematic enume- 
ration, we cannot expect any 
consistency from him in this 
respect. 



PHILOSOPHY OF LIFE. 

an inexhaustible fountain of happiness, that the 

passionless reason is the only citadel in which man 

must take refuge if he would be invincible.’ His 

rational activity is the only thing in which a being 
endowed with reason has to seek his happiness and 

his goods ;? everything else, all that does not stand 
in connection with the moral constitution of man, 

is neither a good nor an evil? He who confines 

himself to his internal nature, and has freed him- 

self from all things external, in him every wish and 

every appetite is extinguished, he is every moment 

satisfied with the present, he accommodates himself 

with unconditional submission to the course of the 

universe ; he believes that nothing happens except 

the will of God ; that that which advantages the 

whole and lies in its nature must be the best for 

him also; that nothing can happen to a man 

which he cannot make into material for a rational 

activity. For himself he knows no higher task 

than to follow the law of the whole, to honour the 

god in his bosom by strict morality, to fill his place? 

at every moment as a man (and as a Roman, adds 

the imperial philosopher), and to look forward to the 

end of his life, be it sooner or later, with the serene 

1i1.18; iit, 4, 19: iv. 3, 7, ip.177,2;178, 1. Hence the 
8, 18; v. 19, 34; vii. 28, 59; 
viii. 48 ; xii. 3 et passim. 

? Phil. d. Gr. III. i. p. 210, 
2,3; 212, 4. 

* Jb. III. i. 216, 1; 218, 1; 
viii. 10; iv. 39. 

5 x. 1; lii. 125; 11..9, 16; iv. 
23, 49; vi. 45; x. 6; viii. 7, 35 
et passim. Cf. Phil. d. Gr. III. 

principle (x. 40; cf. v. 7) that 
men should not ask external 
prosperity from God, but only 
the disposition which neither 
desires nor fears what is ex- 
ternal. 

s ii. 5, 6, 19,16, 17 4:4. 5, 
16, &c. 

Resigna- 
tion to the 
nill of 
God. 
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cheerfulness which is simply content with the 

thought of that which is according to nature.'! But 

how can man feel himself part of the world, and 

subordinate himself to the law of the universe 

without at the same time regarding himself as a 

member of humanity and finding in work for hu- 

manity his worthiest task ? ? and how can he do this 

if he does not bestow upon his more immediate 

fatherland all the attention which his position 

demands of him ?? Not even the unworthy mem- 

bers of human society are excluded by Antoninus 

from his love. He reminds us that it befits man to 

love even the weak and erring, to take interest even 

in the ungrateful and hostile; he bids us consider 

that all men are our kindred, that in all the same 

divine spirit dwells ; that we cannot expect to find 

no wickedness iu the world, but that even the 

sinning sin only involuntarily and because they do 
not perceive what is really best for them ; that he 

who does wrong harms only himself; our own 

essential nature can be harmed by no action of 

another’s wrongdoing; he requires, therefore, that 

we should be hindered by nothing in doing good, 

that we should either teach men or bear with them, 

and instead of being angry or surprised at their 

faults, should only compassionate and forgive them.* 
We know how consistently Antoninus himself acted 

! For further details cf. Phil. gireiy kal rovs mraiovtas, &c.; 
d. Gr TUL 1. p. 236, p. 20D. 6.0. c. 205 n, l, I6 onte 

* AOD, 297,28. Ac; 1v. 33 tvs 205 vi BS 
P I5 112.291, 2.3. 59; ix, 4, 425 XIX IS d xara Bo, 
! vil. 22: Yrov àvOpémov Trò et passim. 



CHARACTER OF LATER STOICISM. 

up to these precepts. From his life, as from his 

words, there comes to us a nobility of soul, a purity 

of mind, a conscientiousness, a loyalty to duty, a 

mildness, a piety, and love of man which in that cen- 
tury, and on the Roman imperial throne, we must 

doubly admire. That the Stoic philosophy in times 

of the deepest degradation of morals could form a 

Musonius, an Epictetus, a Marcus Aurelius, will 

always redound to its imperishable glory. But it 

made no scientific progress through these men ; and 

though the severity of the Stoic moral doctrine was 

modified by them, though the feelings of benevo- 

lence and self-sacrificing love to man attained with 

them a strength and reality which we do not find in 

the ancient Stoicism, yet this gain, great as it is in 

itself, cannot compensate for the want of a more 

methodical and exhaustive philosophic enquiry.? 

1 Zeller, Vortr. und Abhandl. mand for strict self-examina- 
i. 96 sg. ; 98 sg. ; 101 sq. tion. 

? As is seen, for example, in * In regard to the anthropo- 
his repeated expressions of dis- logy and theology of Marcus 
satisfaction with himself (iv. Aurelius, something further 
37; v.5; x. 8) and in his de- will be said later on. 
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CHAPTER X. 

THE CYNICS OF THE IMPERIAL ERA. 

From this later Stoicism the contemporary Cynicism 

is only distinguished by the onesidedness and 

thoroughness with which it followed the same 

direction. Stoicism had originally formed itself out 

of Cynicism, for the Cynic doctrine of the independ- 

ence of the virtuous will had furnished the basis 

of a more comprehensive and scientific view of 

the world, and in consequence of this was itself 
placed in a truer relation with the claims of 

nature and of human life. If this theoretic basis 

of morality were neglected, Stoicism reverted to 
the standpoint of Cynicism, the individual was 

restricted for his moral activity to himself and his 

personal endeavour after virtue: instead of creating 

the rules of his conduct from his knowledge of the 

nature of things and of men, he was obliged to resort 

to his immediate consciousness, his personal tact 

and moral impulse ; philosophy, instead of a science, 

and a rule of life founded upon science, became a 
mere determination of character, if not an entirely 

external form, and it was inevitable that in this one- 
sided subjective acceptation it should not seldom be 



LATER CYNICS. 

at strife with general custom and even with legiti- 
mate moral claims. We may observe this tendency - 
of Stoicism towards Cynicism in the later Stoics, 
especially in Musonius and Epictetus; indeed, the 
latter expressly designates and describes the true 
philosopher as a Cynic. ' On the same road we also 
encounter the school of the Sextii, though these, 
so far as we know, did not call themselves Cynics; 
and it is undeniable that the conditions which dis- 
tinguish the last century of the Roman Republic 
and the first of the Imperial Government—the 
universal immorality and luxury, and the pressure 
weighing upon all—gave a sufficient opening for 
meeting the distress and corruption of the time in 
the same way as had been done under analogous but 
much more mitigated circumstances by Diogenes 
and Crates. Soon after the beginning of the 
Christian era we again hear of the Cynics, and 
under that name is united a numerous host, partly 
of genuine, partly of merely nominal philosophers, 
who, with open contempt for all purely scientific 
activity, set before them as their only task the 
liberation of man from unnecessary wants, idle 

_ endeavours, and disturbing mental emotions; who 
herein far more than the Stoics set themselves 
definitely in opposition, even by their dress and 
mode of life, to the mass of men and their customs, 
and came forward as professed preachers of morals 
and moral overseers over the rest. That under this 
mask a number of impure elements were hidden, 

' Cf. Bernays, Lucian und die Kyniker, 27 8q. 
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that a great part, perhaps the greater part, of these 

ancient mendicant monks, through their obtrusive- 

ness, shamelessness, and charlatanism, through their 

coarse and rude behaviour, through their extortions 

and impositions, and, despite their beggarly life, even 

through their covetousness, brought the name of 

philosophy into contempt, is undeniable, and may be 

proved from Lucian alone ;! but we shall find that the 

new Cynical school, like its predecessor, had never- 

theless a nucleus worthy of esteem. But even the 

better Cynies are of little importance in a scientific 

point of view. 

! Eg. De morte Peregrini; 
Piscat. 44 sq. 48; Symp. 11 sq.; 
Fugit. 16; also Nigr. 24. Simi- 
lar complaints had been raised 
by others. Seneca warns his 
Lucilius (Zp. 5, 1) against the 
strange manner of life of those 
qui non proficere sed conspici 
cupiunt, against the cultus as- 
per, the intonsum caput, the 
negligentior barba, the indictum 
argento odium, the cubile humi 
positum, et quicquid. aliud am- 
bitio perversa via sequitur, all 
traits of the new Cynicism; 
and there is also reference to 
it, no doubt, in Zp. 14, 14 (cf. 
103, 5): non conturbabit sapiens 
publicos mores nec populum in 
se vite novitate convertet. Epic- 
tetus also (iii. 22, 50) sharply 
discriminates between the in- 
ner freedom and the outer 
moral qualities of the true 
Cynic; and that which many 
substitute for these: mnpld.oy 
kal EóXov kal yvd0or peydňar 
karadQa'yeiv wav b éày ðs, À àro- 
Onoavupicat, 1) rois amavT@ao. Aot- 

8opeiv axalpws, À kaAbv Tov uov 
Oeucyvew, &c.; and about the 
same period Dio Chrysost. ( Or. 
94, p. 33 R.) says, with refe- 
rence to the philosophie dress, 
he knows well that those who 
are seen in it call themselves 
Cynies and regard themselves 
as pawouevous Tivàs avOpwrovs 
kal TaAavTÓpovs. The com- 
plaints of Lucian are echoed 
by his contemporary Aristides, 
the rhetorician (De Quatuorv. 
p. 397 sgq.; Dind. cf. Bernays, 
Lucian und die Kyn. p. 38, 
100 sqq.). From these passages, 
to which may be added Lucian, 
Dial. Mort; T r2 Galen, 
Dign. An. Pece io NOVN, 
wesee also wherein the external 
tokens of the Cynic life con- 
sisted :in the mantle, often very 
ragged, worn by these philoso- 
phers, the uncut beard and 
hair, the staff and wallet, and 
the whole rough mendicant 
life, the ideals of which were 
a Crates and a Diogenes. 



DEMETRIUS. 

The first philosophers who assumed the Cynics’ 
name and mode of life are to be met with about the 

middle, and before the middle, of the first Christian 

century,' and the most prominent man of the school 

at this date appears to have been Demetrius, the friend 

of Seneca and of Thrasea Petus.? 

! Cicero always treats Cynic- 
ism as a phenomenon belonging 
to the past; yetthe passage in 
Off. i. 41, 148 (Cynicorum vero 
ratio. tota est ejiciendu; est 
enim inimica verecundi@) seems 
to be aimed against panegy- 
rists of the Cynic life. Some- 
what later Brutus (Plut. Brut. 
34) names M. Favonius (who 

‘is mentioned, sup. p. 74, foot, 
among the Stoics) with expres- 
sions descriptive of the Cynics 
(&mAokówev and Wevdordwv), but 
we cannot certainly infer from 
this that there was a Cynic 
schoól. Under Augustus is said 
to have lived that Menippus 
who plays so great a part in 
Lucian (Schol. im Lue. Piscat. 
26; iv. 97 Jac.), and he is also 
said to have been identical 
with Menippus the  Lycian, 
whose adventures with a Lamia 
are related by Philostratus 
CApoll. iv. 25), while at the 
same time he calls him a dis- 
ciple of Demetrius the Cynic 
(Ibid. iv. 39; v. 43). Of these 
statements not only is the 
second manifestly false (irre- 
spective of the Lamia); for 
Demetrius did not live in the 
reign of Augustus, even sup- 
posing that he had a disciple 
called Demetrius; but the first 
is also untrue, though it was 
formerly universally accepted. 

Greatly, how- 

The Menippus to whom Lucian 
in the Jearomenippus and a 
great portion of the Dialogues 
of the Dead has given the chief 
rôles, is unmistakably the 
Cynic of the third century 
B.C. famous for his Satires, 
who had already written a 
Nékvia (Diog. vi. 101); Lucian 
(Accus. 33) also calls him Mev- 
més TIS T@Y maay kvvdv 
pada dAakrixds; treats him as 
a contemporary of the events 
of the third century ( Zcaromen. 
15), and mentions his having 
killed himself (Dial. Mort. 10, 
11), cf. Part II. a; 246, 3. 
The supposed contemporary of 
Augustus seems to have arisen 
out of an arbitrary combina- 
tion of this Menippus with 
the Menippus of Philostratus, 
who was, moreover, assigned 
much too early a date. The 
first Cynies capable of histori- 
cal proof will be named in the 
following note. 

? This contemporary of Se- 
neca, who often mentions him, 
was, according to Benef. vii. 
1l, already in Rome under 
Caligula, and was offered by 
the Emperor a gift of 200,000 
sesterces, which, however, he 
declined. We find him in Rome 
under Nero (Sen. Benef. vii. 
1,3; 8, 2; Ep. 67, 14; 91, 19). 
The utterances of Seneca on 
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ever, as this philosopher is admired: by Seneca,’ and. 

advantageously as his freedom from wants contrasts 

his poverty and his manner of 
life ( Vit. Beat. 183) date from 
this time (hoc pauperiorem 
quam ceteros Cynicos, quod, cum 
sibi interdixerit habere, inter- 
dixit et poscere), Ep. 20, 9 (ego 
certe aliter audio, que dicit 
Demetrius noster, cum illum 
vidi nudum, quanto minus, 
quam in stramentis, incuban- 
tem), Ep. 62, 3 (he lives, non 
tamquam contempserit omnia, 
sed tamquam aliis habenda per- 
miserit),also the word of Epic- 
tetus (Diss. i. 25, 22), and the 
anecdote in Lucian, Saltator, 
63. When Thrasea Pætus was 
put to death (67 A.D.), whose 
intimate friend he was, he 
raised his voice in opposition 
(Tac. Ann. xvi. 34 84.) and 
still more to his own disadvan- 
tage, after the accession of 
Vespasian undertook the de- 
fence of Egnatius Celer (Tac. 
Hist. iv. 40; cf. Ann. xvi. 32). 
On account of his injurious 
expressions concerning Ves- 
pasian he was banished (71 
A.D.) to an island, but his con- 
tinued insults were not further 
punished (Dio Cass. lxvi. 13; 
Sueton. Vesp. 13). In Lucian, 
Adv. Ind. 19, he appears in 
Corinth; in Philostratus, Apoll. 
iv. 25; v. 19, we meet with 
him in the reign of Nero at 
Athens and Corinth; subse- 
quently he was recommended 
by Apollonius of Tyana to 
Titus (vi. 31), and in the reign 
of Domitian was still in the 
company of that necromancer 
(vii.42 ; viii. 10 $4.) ; but these 
statements are untrustworthy. 
Heisdescribed by most of those 

who mention him, as a Cynic. 
Nothing is known as to any 
writings left by him. Accord- 
ing to Eunap. V. Soph. Prowm. 
p. 6, Musonius and Carneades 
were, as well as Menippus, 
contemporary with Demetrius. 
Two of these names, however 
(Menippus and Musonius), he 
doubtless merely takes from 
Philostratus (vide sup. pp. 291, 
1; 246, 3), and we know not 
how much of what Philostratus 
says has any historical founda- 
tion; as to Carneades we can 
form no judgment, as he is 
mentioned nowhere else. But 
that there were other Cynics 
in Rome at the time of De- 
metrius is plain from the fore- 
going statements, and the. 
quotations (p. 290, 1) from 
Seneca. One of these Cynics, 
by name Isodorus, who on ac- 
count of his biting words had 
been exiled by Nero from 
Italy, is mentioned by Sueton. 
(Nero, 39). 

1 Benef. vii. 1, 8, he calls 
him: Vir meo judicio magnus 
etiamsi maximis comparetur ; 
and in J. e. 8, 2, he says of him: 
Quem mihi videtur rerum na- 
tura nostris tulisse temporibus, 
ut ostenderet, nec illum a nobis 
corrumpi nec nos ab illo corrigi 
posse, virum exacte, licet neget 

ipse, sapientie, &e. Cf. Ep. 62. 
According to Philostr. Apoll. iv. 
25, Favorinus had also greatly 
praised him. He appears in a 
less brilliant light in what 
has just been quoted from 
Tacitus, Dio Cassius, and Sue- 
tonius. 
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with the luxury of the Roman world, his philosophie 

value cannot be estimated very highly. At any 

rate, there have come down to us no remarkable 
thoughts of his, and the meagreness of the tradition 

renders it probable that none of any importance 

were known. He recommends his scholars not to 

trouble themselves with much knowledge, but to 
exercise themselves in a few rules of life for practical 

use;! he appeals with impressive eloquence to their 

moral eonsciousness;? he expresses with cynical 
rudeness his contemptuous opinion of others;? he 

opposes himself with bitter scorn to the threats of 

the despot ;* he welcomes outward misfortunes as 

a means of moral training, and resigns himself 

willingly and joyfully to the will of God. In all 

this there is nothing that a Stoic might not also 

have said ; and even his light estimation of learning 

and knowledge Demetrius shares, at any rate, with 

the Stoicism of his time. The peculiarity of his 

Cynicism therefore lies only in the severity with 
which he stamps his principles on his life. 

! Sen. Benef. vii. 1, 8 sg. ances concerning Vespasian, 
What follows, however, from 
§ 5 onwards, is, as well as c. 9, 
10, Seneca’s own dissertation. 

2 In Z. c. 8, 2: He was elo- 
quentie ejus, que res fortissimas 
deceat, non concinnate nec in 
verba | sollicite, sed ingenti 
animo, prout inpetus tulit, res 
8uas prosequentis. 

* Cf. Lucian, Adv. Indoct. 19, 
where he takes the book out of 
the hand of a bad reader, and 
tears it in pieces. Further, his 
previously mentioned utter- 

and Sen. Zp. 91, 9, who quotes 
from him: Zodem loco sibi esse 
voces imperitorum, quo ventre 
redditos crepitus. * Quid enim, 
inquit, mea refert, sursum isti 
an, deorsum sonent ?’ If Seneca 
applies the word eleganter to 
these words, this is a matter 
of taste. 

* In Epikt. Diss. i. 25, 22, he 
says to Nero: &meiAeis uot Odva- 
Tov, col © ù pvois. 

5 Sen. Provid. 3, 3; 5; 5; 
Ep. 67, 14. 

CHAP. 
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CHAP. 
Xx. 

(Enomaus 

of Ga- 
dara. 

ECLECTICISM. 

Of the Cynics of the period immediately follow- 

ing,' some details have come down to us respecting 

(Enomaus of Gadara, who is said to have lived under 

! Besides the Cynics men- 
tioned supra, p. 291, 2, the fol- 

lowing names are connected 
with this school, of which, how- 
ever, our knowledge is very im- 
perfect. Under Vespasian lived 
Diogenes and Heras, of 
whom, on account of their 
abuse of the imperial family, 
the former was scourged and 
the latter beheaded (Dio Cass. 
Ixvi. 15); and probably also 
Hostilius (l. c. 13), who was 
banished with Demetrius. 
Under Domitian or Trajan we 
must place Didymus with 
the surname of Planetiades (if 
he was an historical person), in 
whose mouth Plutarch, De Def. 
Orac. c. 7, 413, puts a sarcasm 
against the oracle; under Ha- 
drian, besides Hnomaus (vide 
infra), perhaps that Deme- 
trius of whom it is related 
(Lucian, Tox. 27 sqq.) that he 
came to Alexandria to devote 
himself under the guidance of 
a certain Rhodius (or of a 
Rhodian?) to the Cynic philo- 
sophy, that he tended his 
unjustly-accused friend Anti- 
philus with the greatest self- 
denial in prison, and finally ac- 
cused himself in order to share 
his fate. When their inno- 
cence was brought to light he 
gave over tohis friend the con- 
siderable compensation which 
he received, and himself went 
to India to the Brahmans. The 
historical truth of this occur- 
rence, however, is as little cer- 
.tain as the authenticity of the 
treatise which affirms it; and 

even were it otherwise, the 
time when Demetrius lived 
can only be approximately con- 
cluded from c. 34. Agatho- 
bulus in Egypt (Lucian, De- 
mon. 3; Peregrin. 17) must 
also be counted among the 
Cynics of this period. Under 
Antoninus Pius and his suc- 
cessor lived Demonax, Pere- 
grinus, and his pupil Thea- 
genes, of whom we shall 
speak later on; also Honora- 
tus (Luc. Demon. 19, where it 
is related of him that he was 
clothed in a bearskin, and that 
Demonax, therefore, called him 
'ApkecíAaos) and Herophilus 
(Zcaromen. 16) seem to be his- 
torical persons, Crato, on the 
contrary (Luc. De Saltat.i.sqq.) 
imaginary. To the period of 
Antoninus likewise belongs 
Pancratius, who lived in 
Athens and in Corinth (Phi- 
lostr. V. Soph. i. 28, 1), and 
Crescens, the accuser of Jus- 
tin the Martyr (Justin. Apol. 
H. 3; Tatian Adv: Gent. 195 
Eus. Hist. Eccl. iv. 16, &c.); 
to the period of Severus, An- 
tiochus, the Cilician, whom 
that emperor esteemed because 
he set his soldiers an example 
of endurance (Dio Cass. lxxvii. 
19; cf. Bernays, Lucian und 
die Kyn. 30). After this time 
there is a gap in our knowledge 
of the Cynic philosophers ex- 
tending over a hundred and 
fifty years, but the continuance 
of the school is beyond question. 
When Asclepiades lived, 
who, according to Tertullian, 



(NOMA US. 

the reign of Hadrian.! Julian reproaches him for 
destroying in his writings the fear of the gods, for 
despising human reason, and trampling under foot ? 

all laws, human and divine; his tragedies, he says, 

are beyond all description shameful and prepos- 

terous;? and if in this verdict the horror of the 

pious emperor for the despiser of the popular 

religion has perhaps no small share, we must still 

suppose that CEnomaus must have departed in a 

striking manner from the prevailing customs and 

mode of thought. In the lengthy fragments from 

his treatise against the ‘Jugglers,’4 which Eusebius 

. has preserved for us, we find a polemic as violent as 

it is outspoken against the heathen oracles, in the 

Ad Nat. ii. 14, travelled through 
distant lands with a cow; or 
Sphodrias, who is quoted by 
Athen. iv. 162 b, with a réxvn 
épwrikh ; or the Cynics named 
ap. Phot. Cod. 167, p. 114, 5 23, 
among the authorities of Sto- 
bæus— viz., Hegesianax, Po- 
lyzelus, Xanthippus, 
heomnestus—we do not 

know. 
1 Heis placed in that period 

by Syncellus, p. 349 B. The 
statement of Suidas, Oivóu. that 
he was a little older than Por- 
phyry, is perhaps inferred from 
the circumstance that Eusebius 
(with whose more definite ac- 
count, however, Syncellus was 
acquainted) Prep. Hv. v. 19 
8qq., discusses him immediately 
before Porphyry, and calls him 
(c. 18, 3) rls TàY véwy, 

2 Orat. vii. p. 209 B. Spanh. 
cf. vi. 199 A. 

3 Loc. cit. p. 210 D. When 
Suidas, Acoyéyvns ?) Oivóp. calls 
(Enomaus a writer of tragedies, 
whose name was also Diogenes, 
and who lived in Athens after 
the fall of the Thirty Tyrants, 
this statement seems to be 
founded on a confused recol- 
lection of this passage, where 
tragedies are mentioned, dedi- 
cated to Diogenes or to his 
disciple Philistus (Philiscus, 
cf. vol. ii. a, 244, 2), and 
then tragedies of Œnomaus are 
spoken of. 

4 The title of this book runs 
thus, according to Eus. Prep. 
Ev. v. 18, 8; 21, 4; vi. 6,52; 
Theod. Cur. Grec. Affect. (par. 
1642) vi. p. 561: yohrwy pwpà, 
named less accurately by Julian 
vii. 209, B: Tò karà xpnornplor. 

5 Prep. Evang. v. c. 19-36, 
vi. 6. 
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spirit of cynical freethinking ;! but it is based on no 
properly philosophic arguments; and in connection 
with it CEnomaus likewise turns against the fatalism 
of the Stoies, and exalts in its stead free-will as the 
rudder and foundation of human life, declaring it to 
be as much an incontrovertible fact of consciousness 
as our existence itself,- and expounding the irrecon- 
cilability of foreknowledge with freedom, and of 
fatality with moral responsibility.? In these utter- 
ances we recognise the self-dependence of the man 
who, in spite of his Cynicism, would be a follower 
neither of Antisthenes nor of Diogenes;? but he 
was doubtless neither inclined nor adapted for any 
deeper study of philosophie questions. 

The famous Demonax* also, who was highly 
esteemed in Athens, and extolled in a treatise 

! Expressions entirely similar 
are put into the mouth of the 
representative of Cynicism by 
Plutarch, Def. Orac. 7, p. £195. 
Moreover, cf. infra, p. 298, 3,and 
Phil. d. Gr. II. i. 280 sqq.; Ber- 
nays, J. e. 30 sqq. 

7 Loc. cit. vi. T, 11 sg. (The- 
doret, L c.) with the proposi- 
tion: iðoù yap, $ cpóTre huv 
abTQv QvreuMjuue0a, mo)rq kal 
Tay èv uiv avdaipérwy kai Bialwy. 
But of self-consciousness it was 
previously said: oùx &AAo ikavdy 
oUrws ás ý cuvalaOnois Te kal 
&vr(Amjus huv aùrâv. 

* Julian, Orat. vi. p. 187 C: 
Ó kuvicuds obre "Avtisbevicuds 
€or obre Atoyeviouds, 

t Born in Cyprus of a good 
family, Demonax (according to 

c. 3) had enjoyed the instruc- 
tions of the Cynics Agathobulus 
and Demetrius (supra, p. 291 ; 
294, 1) and of the Stoics Epic- 
tetus and Timocrates (supra, pp. 
197, 256); he afterwards lived 
in Athens, and died there when 
almost a century old, having 
starved himself to death on 
account of the advancing weak- 
ness of old age (J. c. c. 63 8q14.-), 
but as he still had intercourse 
with Herodes Atticus (c. 24, 33) 
in this latter period, he may, 
perhaps, have lived till 160 A.D., 
or even longer. The treatise 
said to be by Lucian shows (as 
Bernays, /. c., remarks), by the 
way in which Herodes isalluded 
to, that it was not written till 
after his death 176 A.D. 
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bearing Lucian’s name,! is much more distinguished 
by his character than by his science? From CEno- 

maus he differs chiefly in that he tried to mitigate 
the severities of the Cynie mode of thought, and to 

reconcile it with life and its necessities ; in other 

respects he is considerably in harmony with it. As 

(Enomaus had neither held strictly to a definite 

system nor troubled himself at all about any scien- 

tific knowledge, so Demonax, according to the 

assurance of his biographer,’ carried his eclecticism 

to such an extent that it is difficult to say which 

of his philosophical predecessors he preferred. 
He himself, to all outward appearance, proclaimed 

himself a Cynic, without, however, approving of the 
exaggerations of the party; but in his own charac- 

ter he chose for a model the mild, benevolent, 

and moderate temper of Socrates,‘ and was large- 

hearted enough to esteem Aristippus side by side 
with Socrates and Diogenes? His principal efforts 

were directed to the liberation of mankind from 

all things external: for the man who is free, said 
he, alone is happy; and 

! Bekker has denied that it 
is Lucian's, and Bernays (ZL«- 
cian und die Kyn. 104 sq.) has 
defended this opinion with very 
important arguments. But that 
its author, who nowhere gives 
himself out to be Lucian, was 
really a contemporary of his 
hero, and had intercourse with 
him for many years (ém uhKio- 
TOV cuveyevduny, c. 1), we have 
no reason to doubt, nor is there 
any internal reason in his work 

he only is free who hopes 

for suspicion as to its credi- 
bility. 

? Concerning his gentle, hu- 
mane, and amiable character, 
his imperturbable cheerfulness, 
his efforts for the moral welfare 
of those around him, and the 
extraordinary veneration he 
thereby acquired, cf. Lucian, 
l. e. c. 5-11; 57; 63; 67. 

3 Demon. 5. 
* Loc. cit. 5-9; cf. 19; 21; 

48; 52. 5 Loc. cit. 62. 
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nothing and fears nothing, being convinced of the 

transitoriness and paltriness of all men.! In order 
to resign nothing of this independence he abstained 
from marriage ;? but he seems to have specially 
included in it, in the true spirit of Cynicism, freedom 
from the prejudices of the popular religion ; he him- 
self was indicted because he never offered sacrifices, 

and despised the Eleusinian mysteries, and he con- 

ceals neither in his defence nor elsewhere his low 

opinion of the existing worship. In his suicide and 

his indifference to burial, we recognise the disciple 

of Antisthenes and Zeno; and though the departure 

from this life, aecording to the Stoie doctrine, must 

open an entrance to a higher life, Demonax, like 

Paneetius and Epictetus, disclaimed this view. As 
to any scientifie enquiry, however, we hear as little 

on this point as on any other. The philosopher 

considers his task to be solely the exercise of 

' Lucian, Demon. 20; cf.c.4: make them acquainted with 
Tb ÜXov éueueATjke: avT@ undevds 
&AAov mpocdea elvat. 

* Cf. the anecdote quoted 
supra, p. 274, 1. 

* Loc. cit. 11. To the com- 
plaint that he did not sacrifice 
to Athena he replied he had 
hitherto refrained, oùðè yap 
deishar avT)v Tv map èuo 
Ovoiðv úmeàdußavov ; and when 
censured in respect to the 
mysteries, he said that he did 
not get himself initiated, be- 
cause it would be impossible 
for him not to speak to the 
uninitiated about them; in 
order, if the mysteries were 
bad, to warn them against 
them, and if they were good, to 

them. In c. 27 he refused to 
enter a temple to pray; for 
God, he said, could hear him 
just as well in any other place ; 
and in c. 37 he confounded a 
soothsayer with the dilemma: 
either he must believe himself 
to have the power of altering 
the decrees of fate, or his art 
was worthless. 

* Loc. cit. 65 sq. 
5 Loc.cit. c. 32: &AXov 5€ more 

épouévov, ei à0dvaros abTd ù 
yux) Soret elvar; à0ávaros, &pn, 
GAN ws mavra, Cf. c. 8, where 
he says that in a word, A569 Tis 
ayabav kal kakdv kal éAevOepía 
Makpa mávras èv OAlym kaTa- 
Adj era. 



PEREGRINUS. 

practical influence on those around him, and the 

means to this end is with him, as with Diogenes, 
not so much instruction as counsel, and before all 

things, ready and trenchant wit, the old weapon of 

the Cynics, which he in most cases employed very 
skilfully. Cynicism appears, indeed, in his person 

in its most interesting and attractive shape, but 

still with essentially the same features which have 

already been long familiar to us. 
In contradistinction to this ideal picture we find 

a caricature in Lucian’s description of Peregrinus,! 

who bears the cognomen of Proteus.? According to 

him, this Cynic escaped from a reckless and profli- 

gate youth first to Christianity and then to Cyni- 

. eism, the most absurd and disgusting excesses of 

which he adopted, until at last the wish of making 

himself talked about induced him, half against his 

will and in constant struggle with the fear of death, 

to throw himself into the flames of a funeral pyre? 

! TI. râs Mepeyplvou TeXevrjs. 
Of modern writers concerning 
Peregrinus and the literature 
relating to him, cf. Eckstein, 
Eneykilop. v. Ersch. u. Gruber, 
sect. iii. vol. xvi. sub voce; 
Zeller, Vortr. u. Abhandl. ii. 
173 sq.; Bernays, Lue. u. d. 
Kyniker, 21, and 7. c., p. 65, the 
translation and commentary of 
the treatise bearing the name 
of Lucian. 

? He first received this name, 
according to Gellius, W. A. xii. 
11, 1, after the time when that 
author made his acquaintance ; 
what it means we are not told. 
. * Further details will be 

found in the treatise of Zelle 
already quoted. In that of 
Lucian, vide, concerning the 
excesses imputed to him, c. 9; 
the murder of his father, of 
which he is accused, c. 10, 14 
sq.; his relation to the Chris- 
tians, and the imprisonment 
which he suffered in conse- 
quence, c. 11-14; his intro- 
duction through Agathobulus 
to the Cynic philosophy (supra, 
p. 294, 1); his arrival in Italy, 
c. 18; his burning himself to 
death (which is also mentioned 
in Athenag. Suppl. 23; Tert. 
Ad Mart. 4; Philostr. V. Soph. 
ii. 1, 33), c. 20 sqq. Some few 

CHAP. 
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at the Olympic games in the year 165 a.D. But 

the most serious of these charges are too insuffi- 

ciently attested! by Lucian's testimony, the uncer- 

tainty of which he himself cannot entirely conceal, 
to allow of our unconditionally endorsing his judg- 

ment of Peregrinus. If we separate from his 

account all that is internally improbable, this Cynic 

appears as a man who was sincere in his endeavours 

after virtue and austerity, but was, at the same 

time, always exaggerating and pushing forward his 

principles to an absurd extreme,? finally investing 

even suicide—in regard to which he has so many allies 

in the Stoic and Cynic school—with theatrical pomp, 

in order to produce the most striking effect possible.’ 

There is other evidence to show that he asserted the 

claims of his school with some exaggeration ;* but 

Gellius praises the earnestness and steadiness of his 

character? and the value and usefulness of his 

years after his death, previous 
to the year 180 B.C., Athenagoras 
(l. c.), in agreement with Luc. 
c. 27 sqq. 41, speaks of an oracu- 
lar statue of Peregrinus which 
stood in the market-place of 
his native city. 

! Cf. Zeller, Vortr. ii. 175 8q.; 
Bernays, 52 sqq. 

2 |f he was thrown as a 
Christian into prison while his 
fellow-Christians remained un- 
molested, he must have given 
occasion to this by his beha- 
viour; he was banished from 
Italy on account of his abuse 
of the Emperor; in Greece, 
besides his quarrels with the 
Eleans and his attacks (also 
mentioned by Philostratus, V. 
Soph. ii. 1, 33) on Herodes 

Atticus, he is said to have tried 
to raise an insurrection against 
the Romans (Luc. 18 sq.). 

s The fact of this suicide 
(which has been disputed by 
A. Planck, Theol. Stud. in Krit. 
1811, 834 sg., 843; and Baur, 
Kirchengesch. ii. 412), accord- 
ing to all the above quotations, 
is beyond a doubt. 

! Luc. Demon. When Pere- 
grinus said to Demonax, on 
account of his cheerfulness: 
ov kvvás, the latter replied, IIepe- 
ypive, ovk àvOpwni(eis. 

3 He calls hum 5 oe IA 
gravis et constans, whom he 
often visited in his hut before 
the city, and whose lectures he 
attended. 
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- doctrines,' and quotes a discourse of his, in which he 

says that a man: should not avoid wickedness through 

fear of punishment, but from love to the good ; and 

the wise man would do this even though his action 

remained hidden from gods and men; but he who 

has not made so much progress in morals may still 

be restrained from wickedness by the thought that 

all wrong-doing comes to light in the end. We are 
acquainted, however, with no scientifie achievement 

either of Peregrinus or his scholar Theagenes,? or, 

indeed, of any of these later Cynics. 
But for the very reason that this Cynicism was 

far more a mode of life than a scientific conviction, 

it was able to outlast the vicissitudes of the philo- 

sophie systems, and to maintain itself down to the 

latest periods of Greek philosophy. Even in the 
second half of the fourth century the Emperor 

Julian found occasion for those two discourses 

against the Cynics, which give us a picture so un- 

favourable, but at the same time probably not 

essentially untrue, of this school at that time.’ 

1 Loc. cit.: Multa hercle di- 
cere eum utiliter et honeste au- 
divimus. Of. the same authority 

kóvas. Or. vii. : mpds 'HpdkAeiov 
Kuvikbv, môs Kuvoréov. For 

for what follows. 
2 This Cynic, whom Lucian 

(c. 3 sqq.; T; 24; 30 sq.; 36) 
treats with the greatest ma- 
lignity, is described by Galen, 
Meth. Med. xii. 15, vol. x. 909 
K. (as Bernays, p. 14 sqq., has 
shown) as a philosopher of 
repute (8ià thy détay ravOpdmov) 
who gave lectures daily in Rome 
in the Gymnasium of Trajan. 

3 Or. vi.: eis ToUs draidedrous 

example, cf. Or. vii. 204, C. sg., 
223 B sqq. Julian (p. 224 C.) 
mentions, besides Heraclius, as 
Cynics of his time, Asclepiades, 
Serenianus; and Chytron. In 
Or. vii. 198 a, he mentions 
Iphicles of Epirus, whose free- 
spoken notions expressed before 
the Emperor Valentinian in the 
year 375 are related by Am- 
mian, Marc. xxx. 5,8. A Cynic 
named Demetrius Chytras, who, 
in extreme old age, was tor- 

Theagenes. 

The later 
Cynics. 
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Further traces of the recognition which Cynicism 
still found in this period are to be met with both in 

heathen and Christian authors.! About the begin- 

ning of the fifth century, Augustine tells us that all 

the schools of philosophy, except the Cynie, Peripa- 

tetie, and Platonie, had died out ;? and even in the 

first decade of the sixth century we find in Athens 

a Cynic ascetic, Sallustius.’ With the overthrow of 

heathenism this school, as such, naturally came to 

tured under Constantius on a 
political and religious charge, 
but was finally set free, is men- 
tioned by Ammian. xix. 12, 12; 
another in Julian’s time is 
spoken of anonymously by 
David, Schol. in Ar. 14 a, 18. 

1 Bernays, J. c. p. 37, 99 sq., 
alludes in this connection to 
the panegyric which Themis- 
tius pronounced on Cynicism 
and its founders in his dis- 
course on Virtue, especially pp. 
444, 417 (preserved in the 
Syrian language, and translated 
into German by Gildemeister 
and Bücheler in the Rhein. 
Mus. vol. xxvii.); also the 
violent attack of Chrysostom 
(Homil. 17, c. 2; Chrys. Opp. ed. 
Migne, ii. 173) upon the phi- 
losophers (clearly described as 
Cynics) who left Antioch on 
the approach of danger, but 
who enjoyed, it would appear, 
a certain degree of reputation 
among the inhabitants of that 
city. 

2 Cicero, Acad. iii. 19, 42: 
Itaque nune philosophos non 
fere videmus, nisi aut Cynicos 

aut Peripateticos aut Platoni- 
cos. Et Cynicos quidem, quia 
cos vite quedam delectat liber- 
tas atque licentia. Later on, 
Civ. D. xix. 19, he remarks that 
if a philosopher goes over to 
Christianity it is not required 
that he should change his dress; 
the Church does not trouble 
itself about the Cynic garb. An 
example of an Egyptian Cynic, 
Maximus by name, who be- 
came a Christian in 370 A.D., 
and retained his dress a long 
time, is quoted by Bernays, 
l. c., from Tillemont, Mémoires, 
ix. 2, 796. 899: 

3 Damasc. V. Isidori, 89-92, 
250; and at greater length 
Suidas (sub voce), who has 
taken the first of his articles, 
and probably also the second, 
from Damascius. That Sallus- 
tius, as is here observed, ex- 
aggerated the Cynic severity as 
well as the malein él TÓ*yeAoióre- 
pov, is confirmed by Simplicius, 
in Hpict. Man. p. 90 H ; accord- 
ing to whom he laid burning 
coals upon his leg to see how 
long he could endure it. 
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CHAPTER XI. 

THE PERIPATETICS OF THE FIRST CENTURIES AFTER 

CHRIST. 

Tue direction taken by the Peripatetic school in 

the first century before Christ was maintained by it 

during the whole of its further existenee.! Those 

members of it with whom we are acquainted,’ 

! In regard to what follows, 
cf. Fabric. Bibl. Gr. ili. 458 sqq.; 
Harl.; Brandis and Zumpt in 
the treatises mentioned supra, 
p. 112, 1; Prantl, Gesch. der 
Logik, 545 sqq. 

? Our knowledge of the Peri- 
patetic school in this period is 
very imperfect. According to 
the writers named supra, pp. 113 
sqq., we find, about the middle 
of the first Christian century, 
Alexander of Ægæ, the in- 
structor of Nero (Suid. *AAeé. 
Ary.), from whom Simplicius, 
Categ. 3, a (Schol. in Arist. 29, 
a, 40) quotes observations out 
of a commentary on the Cate- 
gories, and Alex. Aphr. ap. 
Simpl. De Colo, Schol. 494, b, 
98, from a commentary on the 
Books of the Heavens. (Kars- 
ten, 194, a, 6, here substitutes 
Aspasius for Alexander, whether 
by his own conjecture, or ac- 
cording to manuscripts, does 
not appear.) Ideler, Arist. Me- 

teorol. i. xvi. sqq., believes we 
should perhaps attribute to 
Alexander the commentary on 
the Meteorology, which has been 
handed down under the name of 
Alexander of Aphrodisias; and 
he seems to suppose that the 
Sosigenes whom Alexander men- 
tions as his teacher is the 
famous astronomer of the time 
of Cesar. We shall. however, 
find that Alexander the Aphro- 
disian had a Sosigenes for his 
teacher. Towards the end of 
the same century we encounter 
(ap. Plut. Qu. Conviv. ix. 6; 
14, 5) a Peripatetic named 
Menephylus, perhaps the 
head of the school in Athens, 
and ibid. Frat. Am. 16, p. 487, 
Apollonius the Peripatetic, 
one of the *later philosophers, 
who was praised for having as- 
sisted his brother Sotion to 
attain greater honour than 
himself. This may, perhaps, 
be Apollonius the Alexandrian, 
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so far as we have any details concerning their 
writings, are mostly mentioned in connection with 

from whom Simplicius, in Categ. 
Sehol. in Arist. 63, b, 3, quotes 
a treatise on the Categories. 
Sotion, another Peripatetic, 
has already come before us in 
Phil. d. Gv. Il. ii. 931, 3 (vide sup. 
181, 2), as author of the Képas 
'AuaA8eías. This man I have 
there conjectured to be the 
same from whom Alex. Aphr. 
Top. 218, apparently out of a 
commentary on the Topica, and 
Simpl. Categ. 41, y, Schol. in 
Ar. 61, a, 22, from a commentary 
on the Categories, quotes one or 
two unimportant and erroneous 
observations. His compila- 
tion seems to be referred to 
by Pliny, Hist. Nat. Pref. 24. 
In this case Sotion must pro- 
bably have lived in the middle 
of the first century, which 
would harmonise well with the 
theory that he was the author 
of the ArdékAeor ÉAeyxoi and 
the brother of Apollonius men- 
tioned by Plutarch. His own 
brother Lamprias is also 
described by Plutarch, Qw. Conv. 
ii. 2, 2; cf. i. 8. 3, as a Peripa- 
tetic; he likewise describes his 
friend the grammarian from 
Egypt ( Qu. Conv. i. 9, 1,1; viii. 
8, 2, 1), Theo (vide, concerning 
him, De Fac. Lune, 25,13 sq.) De 
Ei. 6; Pyth. Orac. 3 sq., as a 
man of Peripatetic tendencies. 
On the other hand, Favonius, 
who is spoken of /. c. viii. 10, 2, 
l, as Samovimraros 'ApigyToTéAovs 
pasts is probably only the 
well-known Platonist, whom 
we shall discuss later on. In 
the second half of the second 
century Aspasius must have 

taught, as Galen (De Cogn. an. 
Morb. 8, vol. v, 42), in his four- 
teenth or fifteenth year, there- 
fore in 145-6, B.c. had for his 
teacher a pupil of this philoso- 
pher, who apparently was still 
alive; and Herminus(ap. Simpl. 
De Coelo, Schol. 494, b, 31 sqq.) 
quotes from him. Adrastus of 
Aphrodisias (David, Schol, in 
Ar. 30, a, 9; Anon. l. c. 82, 5,36; 
Simpl. Categ. 4, y, 1. c. 45 ; Ach. 
Tat. 7sag. c. 16, 19, p. 136,139), 
whois named together with him 
(Galen, De Libr. Propr. c. 11; 
vol xix. 42 sq.; Porph. V. Plot. 
14) was probably not far re- 
moved in point of time; this 
appears partly from the above 
juxtaposition, but more espe- 
cially from the use made of 
him by Theo Smyrneus (infra, 
p. 309, 4); for Theo was a con- 
temporary of Hadrian (infra, 
p. 335). If, however, he is 
the author of a commentary on 
the Ethics of Aristotle and 
Theophrastus (Phil. d. Gr. II. ii. 
855) mentioned ap. Athen. xv. 
673, e (where our text has 
"Abpacrov) he may have been 
still alive in the time of Anto- 
ninus Pius. Aristocles, the 
rhetorician of  Pergamus, is 
placed by Suidas (sub voce) 
under Trajan and: Hadrian; 
according to Philostratus, V. 
Soph. ii. 3, he was a contempo- 
rary of Herodes Atticus, there- 
fore somewhat earlier, but had 
only occupied himself with the 
Peripatetic philosophy in his 
youth. What Synes. Dio, p. 12 
R, says of Aristocles' desertion 
of philosophy for Rhetoric must 
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commentaries on Aristotle’s works, and among 

these his logical books seem chiefly to have occupied 

apply to him and not to the 
Messenian. About 140-150 A.D. 
lived Claudius Severus, the 
teacher of Marcus Aurelius 
(Capitol. Ant. Philos. 3; cf. 
Galen, De Prenot. c. 2, vol. 

xiv. 613), and Agathocles 
and Rufinus, mentioned by 
Lucian, Demon. 29, 54; at the 
same time and later Hermi- 
nus, according to Alexander, 
Aphr. ap. Simpl. De Celo. Schol. 
494, b, 31 sqq., the teacher of 
this Peripatetic,and, asit would 
seem, the disciple of Aspasius, 
apparently the same that Lu- 
cian, Demon. 56, calls a man of 
bad character (concerning the 
Categories, which, according to 
this passage, Herminus con- 
stantly had in his mouth, Alex- 
ander the teacher had written 
a commentary much in use). 
Contemporary with him is 
Eudemus, an acquaintance of 
Galen's, who was treated in an 
illness by that physician in 165 
p.C. at Rome in his 63rd year 
(Galen, De Prenot. c. 2 sq. vol. 

xiv. 605-619; et pass. Vide the 

Index). Likewise the Cleo- 

demus of Lucian (Philops. 6 

sqq.; Symp. 6, 15) must have 

lived at this date But he is 

evidently an imaginary person. 

A contemporary of Marcus 

Aurelius (161-180) is Alex- 

ander of Damascus, whom 

Galen describes (De Prenot. c. 

5: De Anatom, Administr.i. 1, 
vol. xiv. 627 eq.; ii. 218) as the 

teacher of the Consul Flavius 
zoë thus (who is also named 

in vol. xiv. 612, and De Libr. 
Propr. lj vol xix. 15 sq.) and 

as public teacher of the Peri- 
patetic philosophy in Athens; 
besides Paulus the Prefect 
(i. c. xiv. 612) and Eremis 
genes of Mytilene (Galen, 
Sanit. tu. v. 11; vol. vi. 365, 
367). Under the same emperor 
and his successor Commodus 
must be placed the teachers 
of Alexander of Aphrodisias, 
Aristocles of Messene (vide 
infra) and Sosigenes. That 
Alexander was instructed by the 
latter, we learn not only from 
himself ( Meteorol. 116, l. e., and 
from Philop. Anal. Pr. xxxiii. b, 
Schol. in. Ar. 158, 5, 28), but also 
from the editor of his com- 
mentary on the Metaphysics, 
n. 432, 19:;- Bon. (41, 5 49 bk 
and from Themist. De An. p. 
112 Sp., who quotes his third 
book, mepl bWews. Thestatement 
(Ps. Alex. Metaph. 636, 21(797, b, 
6 Bekk.) : barepos yap Swaryevns 
’Aretavdpou TQ xpdvw, is either 
a mistake of the epitomist or 
a clerical error. Under Septi- 
mus Severus, and (as Zumpt 
shows, 7. c. p. 98) between 198 
and 2?11,Alexander of Aphro- 
disias was made the head of 
the Peripatetic school in Athens 
(supra, p. 192, 1). He, and not 
some otherwise unknown Peri- 
patetic called Aristotle, is 
meant in the words vewrepos 
"Apr ToréAms ó e&nynths Tov 
pirocdpov ’ApiororeAous, Syrian 
in Metaph. xiii. 3 (Sehol. in Ar. 
889, b, 11), as is proved not 

only by the passage itself, but 
by a comparison of it with 
Alex. Metaph. 715, 18 sqq. 
Likewise, as David remarks in 
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the attention of these commentators. But what we 

are told in this respect about the Peripatetics of the 

Cat. Schol. 28, a, 21, Alexander 
was named Aristotle, ofov dev- 
tepov Üvra 'ApigroTéAmv. Be- 
sides these Peripatetics, whose 
dates may be at least approxi- 
mately fixed, a good many 
others are named, of whom we 
can scarcely say more than that 
they must belong to the first 
two centuries after Christ. 
Among these is Archaicus 
(erroneously regarded by Fa- 
bric. Biblioth. Gr. iii. 536, Harl. 
as a Stoic), from whom Stobzeus 
(Cat. Schol. 61, a, 22; 66, a, 
42; b, 35; 73, b, 20; 74, b, 31) 
quotes observations on the 
Categories, doubtless from a 
commentary on that work; in 
the first of these passages he 
distinguishes Archaicus and 
Sotion as disciples of the an- 
cient commentators—Androni- 
cus, Boéthus, &c. Perhaps Ar- 
chaicus is the same person 
mentioned as the author of a 
work on ethies in Diog. vi. 99. 
Also the following: Deme- 
trius of Byzantium (Diog. v. 
83), if he is not the other De- 
metrius named supra, p. 124, 1; 
Diogenianus, from whom 
Eusebius (Pr. Hv. iv. 3; vi. 8) 
quotes long fragments directed 
against Chrysippus' doctrines of 
Prophecy and Destiny, perhaps 
from a treatise mepl eíuapuévms ; 
he may be the same person as 
Diogenianus of Pergamos, who 
appears as one of the speakers 
in Plutarch, De Pyth. Oraculis. 
Qu. Conv. vii. 7, 8; viii. 1, 2; 
at any rate, what is put into 
his mouth has nothing to con- 
tradict this theory, and Pyth. 

Or. 5, 17, would indeed agree 
with his sceptical bearing to- 
ward soothsaying. More defi- 
nite signs are wanting, how- 
ever, that Diogenianus was 
described by Plutarch as a 
Peripatetic. Enarmostus, 
whom Aspasius blames (ap. 
Alex. in Metaph. 44, 23; Bon. 
552, b, 29, Bekk.) because 

Eudorus and he had altered a 
reading in the Metaphysics, 
was also probably living in the 
first century. The philosophers 
quoted by Alex. Aphr. De An. 
154, b, o; Socrates (prob- 
ably the Bithynian Peripatetic 
named in Diog. ii. 47); Vir- 
ginius Rufus, and perhaps 
also Polyzelus (4. c. 162, b, 
note); Ptolemy, concerning 
whom cf. Phil. d. Gr. IL. ii. 54; 
Artemon,thecollectorof Aris- 
totelian Letters (Zbid. II. ii. 
562), who is probably older than 
Andronicus; Nicander, who, 
according to Suidas (Aie x»oíev), 
wrote about the disciples of 
Aristotle; Strato, the Alex- 
andrian Peripatetic (Diog. v. 
61; in Tertullian, De An. 15, 
it is not this Strato, but the 
pupil of  Erasistratus, also 
named by Diogenes, who is in- 
tended). Concerning the two 
last-named philosophers, it is 
not certain whether they lived 
before or after the Christian 
era; Julianus, of Tralles, 
whose theory of the movement 
of the heavens by the Platonic 
world-soul is discussed by Alex. 
Aphr. ap. Simpl. De Celo, 169, 
b, 42; Schol. 491, 5,43. Whether 
he was a Peripatetic or a Pla 

x 2 
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first century! is very unimportant. In the second 

century we hear of several works of Aspasius : * Com- 

mentaries on the Categories, on the treatise mept 

épumvseías,? on the * Physics,’ * the Books about the 

Heavens,’ and the * Metaphysics ;’° but though he 

seems 7 to have carefully expounded the writings of 

Aristotle, and especially to have paid attention to the 

various readings, nothing has been handed down of 

his that indieates any independent investigation of 

philosophie questions. We have more precise infor- 

mation concerning Adrastus. From his treatise on 

the arrangement of the Aristotelian works,? there 

are quoted observations on their order, titles, 

and genuineness.” A commentary on the Categories 

tonist, and whether this quota- 

tion refers to a commentary on 

the Books on the Heavens, or to 

a commentary on the 7Jim@us, 

cannot be discovered from the 

passage. 
1 Alexander of Ægae and 

Sotion, vide supra, p. 304, 2. 

2 Galen, De Libr. Propr. c. 

11; vol. xix, 42 sq. 
3 Boét. De Interpret. cf. In- 

dex to the edition of Meister. 

Botthus repeatedly expresses 

much dissatisfaction (ii. p. 41, 

14; 87, 17 Meis.) with his inter- 

pretations. 

4 Simpl. Phys. 28, b: 96, a, 

b; 99, b; 127, a, b; 130, a; 

132, b; 133, a; 135, a; 138, 5; 

151, a; 168, 5; 172, a; 178, a; 

192, 5 ; 199, a; 214, a; 219, a; 

999.48; 228, b; 239,8, b. 

5 Simpl. De Calo, 194, a, 63 

23; 240, a, 44; Karst. Schol. in 

Arist. 494, b, 31; 513, b, 10. 

6 Alex. Metaph. 31, 23; 44, 

: 340,10; Bon. 543, a, 31; 
2, b, 29; 104, b, 11 Bekk. 
7 The Scholia on the four 

first books and parts of the 
seventh and ninth books of the 
Nicomachean Lthies,which Hase 

has published in the German 
Classical Journal, vols. xxviii. 
and xxix., elaim to be extracted 
from a commentary of Aspasius ; 
but they are otherwise of no 
great value. 

$ Concerning him ride Martin 
on Theo. Smyrn. Astronomia, 
p. 74 84. 

? [Iepi ris Tatews Tav Api ToTé- 
Aovs a vyypauudrov (Simpl. Phys. 
1l, b; Categ.4, ¢ The designa- 
tion is less specific of Categ. 4, 
y: T. dE. THs Api. pidocopias ). 

10 According to Simpl. Categ. 
4, y. he wished to place the 

Categories (of which l. c. 4, 6, 
cf. Schol. in Arist. 33, b, 30; 
39, a, 19 ; 142, b, 38, he mentions 
a second recension) before all 

23 
55 
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is also mentioned, and from a commentary on the 

Physies, Simplicius? gives us a detailed statement 

eoncerning the conceptions of substance and of 

essential and accidental quality, which well ex- 

plains the Aristotelian definitions and expressions. 

He also perhaps wrote on the ethics of Aristotle 

and Theophrastus? If we add to this all that we 

are told concerning his mathematical knowledge, 

his writings on harmony and astronomy, and his 

Commentary on the Timzus, and what has been 

preserved of these writings,‘ we must allow that 

the other writings of Aristotle, 
and next to them the Topica ; and 
he, therefore, like some others, 
entitled the Categories: mpd 
trav térwy (Anon. Schol. 32, b, 
36, whose account is to be pre- 
ferred to that of David, l. c. 30, 
a, 8, as David, or perhaps his 
transcriber, evidently confuses 
the statements of  Adrastus 
and the pseudo-Archytus). In 
the same treatise he had men- 
tioned forty books of the 
Analytics, of which only four 
are genuine (Phil d. Gr. TI. ii.70, 
1), and expressed his opinion 
on the title of the Physics and 
its principal divisions (Simpl. 
Phys. 1, b; 2, a ; cf. Phil. d. Gr. 
II. ii. 86). 

1 Galen, Libr. Propr. 11; xix. 
42 sq. 

2 Phys. 26,b. That this dis- 
cussion is taken from a com- 
mentary on the Physics is clear 
from the words with which 
Simplicius introduces it: ó ðè 
“Adpacros BovAduevos nAra: 
Tb ‘dmep bv’ (ap. Arist. Phys. i. 
3; 186, a, 32) mapetüA0ev uiv 
dAlyov r&y mpokeuuévoy, &c.. Bim- 

plicius, however, does not seem 
to have had the commentary 
itself, which he never quotes, 
in his possession, but to have 
borrowed the passage from Por- 
phyry, who, as he observes, 
had mentioned it. The extract 
from Adrastus probably refers 
to the words: oùðè Aéyerau mep 
TÒ cvuBeBniós. 

3 Of. supra, p. 306 sq. and 
Phil. d. Gr. II. ii. 855. 

4 He is described as a mathe- 
matician by Claudian Mamert. 
De Statu An. i. 25, if the 
Adrastus he mentions is the 
same person. From his com- 
mentary on the Timæus, Por- 
phyry (in Ptol. Harm.; Wallis, 

Opp. iii. 270) quotes a defini- 
tion on Consonance. His Har- 
mony, in three books, still exists 
in MS. (Fabr. Bibl. Gr. iii. 
459, 653). From the first of 
these books, the quotation ap. 
Procl. in Tim. I92, C; 127, €; 
I98, E; and probably also ap. 
Ach. Tat. c: 19, p. 136 (80), are 
doubtless taken; a treatise on 
the Sun is mentioned by Ach. 
Tat. c. 19, p. 139 (82). Lastly, 



310 

CHAP. 

XI. 

earth is only an effect of natural necessity.‘ 

ECLECTICISM. 

the praise accorded by Simplicius to this Peri- 

patetie! is entirely justified. But he nevertheless 

seems to have deserved it rather for his faithful 

transmission and intelligent elucidation of Aristotle’s 

doctrines than for any new and original enquiries. 

As in the isolated definitions which have been 

handed down as his he almost entirely follows 

Aristotle, so in his general view of the universe and 

of God, he is allied with him. The universe, the 

construction of which he describes according to the 

pattern of Aristotle? is formed by the highest 

essential nature for the best, and is moved thereby 

in the manner belonging to it, namely, in a circle. 

A consequence of the contrast between the terres- 

trial elements and the various influences which the 

planetary spheres in the multiplicity of their move- 
ments exercise upon them, is the change in our 

world;? but in saying this, Adrastus expressly 

guards himself against the opinion that the heavenly 

bodies are created for the sake of that which is 

meaner and perishable ; they have, on the contrary, 

their.end in themselves, and their influence on the 

Al 

Martin has shown (/. c.) that 
the greatest part of Theo's 
astronomy is borrowed from a 
treatise of Adrastus; and that 
this is the commentary on the 
Time@us ‘is proved by Hiller, 
Rhein. Mus. N. F. xxvi. 582 
sqq. The same writer shows 
that Chalcidius has adopted a 
great dealfrom this commentary 
into his own. 

1 Cat. 4, y: "Abp. ó 'Aopo- 

dioreds, àvi)p rv yynoiwy Mepima- 
TÜTiKQV *yeyovds. 

? Videthe dissertations onthe 
spherical form of the universe 
and of the earth, the place of 
the earth in the centre of the 
whole, the smallness of the 
earth in comparison with the 
whole, in Theo Smyrn. Astron. 
c. 1-4. 

5 d Or N22. 
Q! L. e. Beneath the moon 
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this is Aristotelian, Adrastus scught likewise to 

maintain in principle the Aristotelian theory of the 

spheres, which he connected by means of ingenious 

modifications with the theories of later astronomers.' 

He therefore seems, irrespective of his mathematical 

and other learning, to have been merely a skilful 

expounder and defender of the Aristotelian theories. 

Not even as much as this 

reigns change, generation, and 

destruction: TobTwv O6, pnev 

(Adrastus), altia Tà TAavdueva 

TGy ÁcTpwv. TaUTa de Aéyoi TIS 

àv, odx ÓS TÓÀv TipiwTÉpov Kal 

Oclwy ral Gidlwy &yevvhTwv TE 

kal apOdptwy eveka Tay £AaT- 
Tóvev kai OvnTrav Kal èmikhpwv 
mepukdtwy, GAN ds èrelvwv uiv 
Sia rò KaAALoTOY kal ŭpioTov kal 

pakapidratoy del obtws éxóvrav, 

Trav 56 évravÜa Kata cuuBeBmkos 
exelvous érouévov. The circular 
movement of the universe pre- 
supposed a central point at 
rest, and therefore an element 

the natural motion of which 
was towards the centre; but 
then there must also be one 
the motion of which was to- 
wards the cireumference, and 
also elements lying between 

the two. These elements are 

in their nature changeable ; 
their variation is really occa- 

sioned by that of the seasons, 

which is, on the other hand, 

conditioned by the changing 

position of the planets, espe- 

cially of the sun and moon (cf. 

Phil. d.Gr. II. ii. 440, 468 sq. 

! In Theo, c. 32, with which 

cf. c. 18, and Martin, p. 117 sq. 

Adrastus here assumes that 

each planet is fastened to the 

surface of a globe, which ex- 

ean be said of Herminus. 

tends from the upper to the 
lower limit of a hollow sphere, 
concentric with that of the fixed 
stars. This sphere turns from 

east to west in the direction of 

the ecliptie, but more slowly 

than the sphere of the fixed 

stars (or perhaps also, says 
Adrastus, it is drawn round in 

this direction by the sphere of 

fixed stars, while its own motion 

is from west to east); at the 

same time the sphere which 

holds the planet, corresponding 

with the Epicycles of Hippar- 

chus, moves itself within the 

hollow sphere, so that the 

planet describes a circle the 

diameter of which extends 

from a point on the outer 
boundary of the hollow plane- 

tary sphere to the opposite 

point on its inner boundary, 

the centre of which, therefore, 

is distant from that of the con- 

centric spheres as far as the 

radius of the sphere bearing 

the planet. Adrastus had, there- 

fore, in his theory taken ac- 

count of the hypothesis of 

eccentrics. The theory, apart 

from its other deficiencies, 

would enly explain the ap- 

parent revolution of the sun 

and moon, as Martin observes, 

p. 119. 
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What we are told of his commentaries on the logical 

writings of Aristotle! is sometimes unimportant, 
and sometimes displays an external and formalistic 

treatment of logical questions, with much misunder- 

standing of the Aristotelian propositions.? He de- 

rives the infinity of the motion of the heavens 

1 Among these the commen- 
tary on the Categories is most 
commonly quoted; vide the 
following note and Simpl. in 
Categ. Schol. in Avist. 40, a, 17; 
42,4; 13: 46, a, 30; 5, Io (14, 

© Basi.) 47, 5, 1:50, 0, 29, 
and p. 3, e Bas.; Porph. én. 
23, d. Bennet, 58, D; I6. Viso 
the commentary on the treatise 
T. ‘Epunveias; Boét. De Inter- 
pret. (cf. the Index of the 
edition of Meiser); Ammon. 
De Interpret. 43, a, Schol. 106, 

5,5. Also the following note, 

Le and ap Alex. Anal. £73. 
28, b, concerning his commen- 
tary on the Analytics; and 
Alex. Top. 271, 274, m, in ihe 

Topica. 
? Prantl, Gesch. d. Log. 1. 545 

sqq. tThesubstance of the quo- 
tations from Herminus's Logie 
is as follows. The treatise on 
the Categories, which he con- 
sidered as the foundation of 
Dialectic, and, therefore, with 
Adrastus entitled mpó rà» tTémwy 
(David, Schol. in Arist. 81, b, 

25, according to whom he thus 
explained the precedence of the 
doctrine of opposites, Categ. 
c 10), treats neither in an onto- 
logical manner of the highest 
kinds of the Real, nor merely 
of the parts of discourse, but 
of the designations proper for 
each class of the Real (Porph. 
eeny. +, 0; Schol. 31, 6; cf. L6 

Z. 22; David, Schol. 28, b, 14). 
He leaves itundecided whether 
there are only so many highest 
kinds as Aristotelian Categories 
(Simpl. Schol. 47, b, 11 sgq.). 
It is observed De Interpret. 1 
that the psychic processes desig- 
nated by words are the same in 
all; but Herminus would not 
admit this, because in that case 
it would not be possible to 
take the same expression in 
different senses. He, therefore, 

l. c. 16, a, 6, instead of rabra 
Tüci  TaÜfjuaTa, Wuxns, reads 
*ravra' (Bott. De Interpret. 
li. p. 39, 25 sqq.; Meis. Sool. 
101, b ; Ammon. De Inter- 
pret. 21, a5. Sehol. 101, 5,6). In 
regard to the so-called infinite 
propositions, he distinguished 
three cases: the predicate or 
the subject, or both, might be 

infinite notions (negatively ex- 
pressed); but he erroneously 
compared not merely the first 
Class, but also the second and 

third, with the corresponding 
negative judgments (Bott. p. 
275 M). He instituted a fruit- 
less enquiry concerning Axal. 
Pri. 26, b, 37, as to which con- 
ception in syllogisms of the 
second figure was the primary 
and which the subordinate 
conception (Alex. Anal. Pri. 
23,0, muy wSchoL. 163, 0, 25 

Prantl, 555 sq.). 



SOSIGENES. 

not from the operation of the first moving principle 
but from the soul inherent in them;! a devia- 

tion from Aristotle arid an approximation to the 

Platonie doctrine which Alexander had already 

eontradicted.? From the commentary of Achaicus 

on the Categories very little has been handed 
down to us, and that little is unimportant.’ Nor 

has much been preserved of Sosigenes’ logical 

writings; * but we get a very favourable idea? of 

his mathematical knowledge and the care with 

which he applied it to the elucidation of Aristotle, 

from his commentary and criticism of the Aristo- 

telian theory of the spheres. In regard to philo- 

sophy, however, the most considerable of these 

1 Simpl. De Celo, Schol. 491, 
b, 45 (169, b, 45 K.), according 
to a statement of Alexander, 
which, however, seems to have 
referred not to a commentary, 
but to the discourses of Her- 
minus; as in 4. c. p. 494, b, 31 
sqq., an utterance of Herminus 
concerning a reading of As- 
pasius is also quoted from his 
discourses. 

2 We shall find, however, that 
this opposition did not extend 
to the theory of a particular 
soul in the heaven of fixed 
stars. 

3 The passages relating to 
this.are given infra, p. 327. 

4 From a commentary on 
the Categories, Porphyry, erny. 
2, b (Schol. 31, b), and after 
him Dexipp. in Categ. p. 7, 20 
sqq. Speng. gives his reflections 
on the question whether the 
Aeyduevoy is a pwvh or a mpáyua 
or a vénua, on which, however, he 

could not decide. An observa- 
tion on Analyt. Pr. i. 9 is given 
by Philop. Anal. Pr. xxxii. b, 
Sehol. 158, b 28,after Alexander. 

5 Ap. Simpl. De Celo, Schol. 
498, a, 45; 500, a, 40; 504, b, 
41 (219, a, 39; 223, a, 29; 228, 
b, 15 K.), where Simplicius 
seems to follow Sosigenes, not 
merely in that wherein he ex- 
pressly appeals to him, but 
throughout. Cf. ps.-Alex. Me- 
taph. 677, 25 sqq. ; Bon. (807, a, 
29 Br.) who also names Sosi- 
genes at the conclusion of his 
discussion. 

6 Such enquiries concerning 
mathematics and natural scienee 
were contained in the trea- 
tise of Sosigenes, wept dYews, 
from the third book of which 
Themistius (Phys. 79, a) takes 
something concerning the 
shining of many bodies in the 
dark; and Alexander (Meteorol. 
116, @) quotes some observations 

CHAP. 

Achaicus. 

Sosigenes. * 
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CHAP. 

XI. 

Aristocles 
of Messene. 

ECLECTICISM. 

younger Peripatetics are Aristocles and Alexander 

of Aphrodisias ; for they alone have left us discus- 

sions which, starting from the details of logic and 

physics, proceed to enquiries affecting the whole 

theory of the universe. 
Aristocles of Messene, in Sicily,! the teacher of 

Alexander of Aphrodisias,? is chiefly known to us 

from the fragments of an historical work of his 

from the eighth book concern- 
ing the halo round the sun and 
moon. 

! Suid. Apto rok. 
? That he was so, is asserted 

in the older texts of Simplicius 
(that retranslated from the 
Latin), De Calo, p. 34, b; and 
Karsten, p. 69, b, 25, has fol- 
lowed it. But in the collection 
of Academic Scholia, 477, a, 30, 
we read, on the contrary: ó 
"AAétavbpos, ws mol, karà Tv 
avted OibÉokaAov "ApurroTéAmv, 
also ap. Cyrill.c. Julian. ii. 61, D : 
ypadet roívvv ' AXétavbpos ó Apis- 
TOTÉéAovs ua075T3s, and similarly 
in Alex. De An. 144, a, sq. (vide 
infra, p. 315,4), according to the 
printed text Aristotle is named 
as the teacher of Alexander. 
Nevertheless, there is every 
reason to suppose that the older 
text of Simplicius is right, and 
not that of the Academy ; and 
that even in the two other pas- 
sages ’Apiorokaeéous is to be read, 
and not 'ApicroréAovs. For (1) 
there is no trace of any Peripa- 
tetic called Aristotle, who, ac- 
cording to the dates, could have 
been the teacher of Alexander of 
Aphrodisias ; that the supposed 
mention of him in Syrian comes 
to nothing, has been observed 

supra, p. 307; and (2) it is 
highly improbable that a tran- 
scriber should have changed the 
universally known name of Aris- 
totle for the unknown name of 
Aristocles, whereas the converse 
might very easily happen, and 
has often happened. For ex- 
ample, Müller, Fragm. Hist. Gr. 
ii. 179 ; iv. 330, shows that, ap. 

ps.-Plut. Parallel, 29, p. 312; 
and Apostol. xiv. 70, we find 
'ApurroTéAms ; whereas Stobaeus, 
Floril. 64, 37, and Arsen. p. 385, 
give correctly 'ApwrokA Ts (the 
historian of Rhodes) Simi- 
larly. the Scholiasts on Pindar, 
Olymp. vii. 66, fluctuate be- 
tween the two names, of which 
that of Aristocles only is cor- 
rect. According to  Hoche, 
Pref. ii. two manuscripts have 
'ApigToTéAns instead of "Apis o- 
KAyWs, and in Bott. De Znterpr. 

ii. Meiser (p. 56, 2) was the 
first to correct the statement 
of the Basel edition (p. 309, m) 
that Plato was at first called 
Aristotle. On the other hand, 

in the various cases where 
Rose, Arist. Pseudepigr. 615 sq., 
assumes the same mistake, the 

matter is very questionable, as 
Heitz shows ( Verlor. Schr. d. 
Arist. 295). 



ARISTOCLES OF MESSENE. 

preserved by Eusebius;' and these contain, as 
might be expected in a work of the kind, no original 

enquiries into philosophy. Aristocles criticises and 
combats the doctrines of other schools—the Eleaties 

and the Sceptics, the Cyrenaies and the Epicureans, 

and even the materialism of the Stoics; while, on 

the other hand, he defends Aristotle against many 

charges;? the whole work must have contained a 

complete critical review of the systems of the Greek 

philosophers. The language of this Peripatetic con- 

cerning Plato is nevertheless remarkable. He calls 

him a genuine and perfect philosopher, and, as well 

as we can judge from the scanty excerpts in our 

possession, in expounding his doctrine, himself 

agrees with it. He seems to assume that the 

Platonic and Aristotelian philosophy in the main 

coincide, a statement at that period more fre- 

quently to be met with in the Platonic school. 

But Aristocles also combines the Peripatetic doc- 

trine with the Stoic, in a manner which shows 

that the author of the treatise on the universe was 

not alone in this tendency. In a remarkable pas- 

sage from Alexander of Aphrodisias,‘ we are told 

1 Prep. Ev. xi. 8; xiv. 17- 
21; xv. 2,14. The title of this 
work is, according to Eus. xi. 
2,5: Tepl puatodroyias, accord- 
ing to Jd. xiv. 17, 1; xv. 2; 
14; Suid. ’Apiorora. : mepl $iXo- 
coplas. In Eusebius (7. c.) there 
are quotations from the seventh 
and eighth books of this work ; 
in Suid. Swrddas from the sixth 
book. The éra B:BAla m. pidro- 

coplas are mentioned by Philop. 

l. c. and Schol. 15. Suidas 
further names a work on Ethics 
by him in nine books. What 
he elsewhere ascribes to him 

seems to belong partly to Aris- 
tocles of Pergamos and partly 
to the Rhodian. 

2 Of. Phil. d. Gr. U.ii.8 ; 37, 
2; 43, 3. 

3 Eus. xi. 3, 1: on the other 
hand, $ 2 relates to Socrates. 

1 This passage is found in the 

CHAP. 
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that in order to escape from the difficulties of the 

Aristotelian doctrine respecting the reason which 

comes to man from without, Aristotle set up the 

following theory. The divine reason, he says, is in 

all things, even in terrestrial bodies, and is con- 

stantly working in the manner proper to it. From 

its operation in things arises not only the rational 

capacity in man, but also all union and division of 

substances, and therefore the whole conformation of 

the universe whether it affects this immediately, 

for itself alone, or in combination with the in- 

fluences of the heavenly bodies, or whether nature 

originates primarily from those influences, and de- 

termines all things in combination with vods. If, 

then, this activity of vods, in itself universal, finds 

in any particular body an organ adapted to it, vovs 
works in this body as its inherent intelligence, and 

second book epl yvx7s, p. 144, 
a; 145, a, and, in my opinion, 
must have been derived from 
Alexander even if Torstrik 
(Arist. De Ann. p. 186) is right 
in asserting that the second 
book, wep! Wuxijs, was not writ- 

seem strange in themselves, 
our doubts are increased by 
what follows, and especially by 
p. 145 a, whether the exposi- 
tion which they introduce 
should be ascribed to Aristotle 
and not to a teacher of Alexan- 

ten by him; for even in that 
case it could only be the ré- 
chauffée of the second half of 
Alexanders work.  Torstrik, 

however, has given no reasons 
for his judgment, and it does 
not seem to me justified. After 
Alexander has here treated of 
the passive and active intelli- 
gence in the sense of Aristotle, 
he thus continues, according to 
our printed text: 7/kovca ðe mepl 
voU Ovpadevy mapa "'"ApisToTéAovs 
à 0:ececáumv. If these words 

der, who took them from his 

mouth, though not himself 
agreeing with them. That this 
teacher can be no other than 
Aristocles, and that conse- 
quently "ApicrokAéovs should be 
substituted for "'ApisemoTéAovs 
has already been shown (p. 314, 
2). Brandis (Gesch. der En- 
twickelung der Griechischen 
Philos. ii. 268) declares himself 
in agreement with the observa- 
tions on this subject in my first 
edition. 
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there arises an individual intellectual activity. This 

capability for the reception of vods is, as Aristotle 

believes, conditioned by the material constitution of 

bodies, and depends especially on the question 
whether they have in them more or less fire. The 

corporeal mixture which affords an organ for active 
intelligence is named potential intelligence, and 

the operation of the active divine intelligence upon 
the potential human intelligence, whereby the latter 

is raised to actuality, and individual thought is 

realised, consists only in this: that the all-pervad- 

ing activity of the divine vods manifests itself in a 

special manner in particular bodies.! Alexander 

himself observes respecting these theories of his 

master, which he seeks to reconcile with the Aristo- 

telian text,? that they have considerable affinity 

with the Stoic doctrine ;* nor can we conceal from 

ourselves that vods working in the whole corporeal 

world, and especially in the fiery element, closely 

approximates to the Stoic reason of the world, which 

isat the same time the primeval fire and, as such, the 

artistic and shaping force of nature. As the Hera- 

clitean hylozoism was rendered more fruitful at the 

appearance of the Stoic system by the doctrine of 

Aristotle concerning vods, so now we see that doc- 

trine in the Peripatetic school itself, even in so 

distinguished a representative as Aristocles, entering 

1 Loc. cit. 144, b, Med. 3 Loc. cit. 145, a: àvrimir- 
2 Loc. cit.: kal thv Ack 5 Tew éBókei wor TÓTE TobTois, Ty 

chy èv TG vpírq wept Wuxijs Tov- voUy kal èy Tots $avAoTárois elvas 

rois mpocoikody (-erov) €Aeye Oeior dvTa, ws Tous amd Tis a Tos 

deity. otev, &c. 

CHAP. 
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tator and 
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ECLECTICISM. 

into a combination with the Stoic theory of the 

universe, which prepares the way for the later 

union of these systems in Neo-Platonism.! 
The Aristotelian doctrine of Alexander of Aphro- 

disias is purer and stricter.? This vigorous Peripa- 

tetie, celebrated by posterity under the distinguished 

names of the Commentator and the Second Aristotle,’ 

i Cf sup. p. DOT wg. How 
far Aristocles was from being 
the only philosopher of that 
period who intermingled Aris- 
totelian with Stoic theology is 
also shown by an utterance of 
his contemporary Athenagoras. 
This apologist, who was so well 
acquainted with Greek philo- 
sophy, says (Supplic. c. 5, p. 
22 P.) of Aristotle and the 
Peripatetics : Eva üyovres oiovel 
(cov atvbeTov ex Qvxfjs kal cw- 
patos cvveaTQuKÓTa A€youct Toy 
Gedy, cua uev avrov Td aiÜépiov 
voui(ovTes, TOUS TE TAaYwWUEVOUS 
&cTépas Kal Tiv cóaipav tay 
&TÀavàv Kivovmeva KUKAodQopmnTi- 
Kas, Vvxjv Se Toy éri TH kivfnei 
ToU gmmatos Adyov, avToy uev Ov 
Kivovucvoy aitioy 8€ THs TovTOV 
xivhnoews yivóuevov. If this does 
not precisely correspond with 
the conception of Aristocles, 
the Deity is here treated ina 
Stoic manner, the world- 

soul; only that the body of the 
world-soul is formed not by all 
parts of the world, but merely 
by the heavenly spheres. But 
Alexander himself did not 
(with Aristotle) place the seat 
of Deity outside the furthest 
sphere, but in it (vide infra, 
p. 329, 1). 

? Concerning Alexander's per- 
sonal history nothing has come 

as 

down to us. His date can be 
fixed by the statement in De 
Fato, mentioned sup. p. 304, 2. 
From his native city, Aphro- 
disias (not Aphrodisium, cf. 
Ammon. De Interpret. 12, b; 
81,a; 161, 5; Simpl. De Celo. 
168, b; 28 K), his invariable 
surname is 'Aopo8icievs (he de- 
scribes himself in Metaph. 501, 
8; Bon. 768,4; 20, Br. 132, by 

the predicates ie xvós $iAócooos 
Aeukós 'AopoBigievs) ; but which 
Aphrodisias is thereby meant 
does not appear. Concerning 
his writings, ride Fabric. Bibl. 
Gr. v. 650 sqq. and the passages 
there quoted. 

3 Cf. Syrian and David in the 
passages quoted p. 307,2.; Simpl. 
De An. 13, b: 6 ToU ’Aptorote- 
Aous etnynths 'AAét. ; Themist. 
De An. 94, a: ó éEyynr ts ' Axe. ; 
Philop. Gen; et Corr lona; 
48, a ; 50, b; Ammon. De In- 

terpr. 32, b: ó'Adpobisiebs éEm- 
yntns. He is also called ó èën- 
4707775 simply ; e.g., as Olympio- 
aor. Meteorol: 694-1 Ge 

On the other hand, by the èèn- 
,nT3?)s spoken of (ibid. 12, a; 

i. 185 Id.), who makes some 

remark on Alexander's com- 
mentary, a far earlier man is 
meant, a teacher of the author, 

as we see from the mode of 
quotation, py (not $9eiv). We 
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has unquestionably won for himself great merit by 

his commentary on the Aristotelian works, a great 

portion of whieh he has furnished with detailed ex- 

planations, carefully entering into the words as 

cannot, therefore, infer from 

this passage that the commen- 
tator on the Meteorology is dis- 

tinct from the philosopher of 

 Aphrodisias. Alexander's com- 

mentaries were read by Plo- 

tinus together with those of 

Aspasius, Adrastus, &c., to his 
pupils (Porph. V. Plot. 14). 

1 The still existing commen- 

taries of Alexander, which are 

now collected in the Academy 

edition of the commentaries 

on Aristotle, and have appeared 

in a new and improved form of 

text, embrace the following 

works: (1) Book I. of the First 

Analytics; (2) on the Topica 

(partly revised, vide Brandis, 

p. 297, of the treatise alluded to 

sup. p. 112, 1); (3) on the Me- 

teorology. That this commen- 

tary was not written by another 

Alexander has been already 

stated (sup. p. 304,2, and 318,3). 

Also the citations of Olympio- 

dorus from the Aphrodisian har- 

monise almost exactly with our 

Alexandrian commentary; cf. 

Olymp. i. 133, Id.; Alex. 126, 

a; Ol i. 202, where Ideler 

finds a difference that is quite 

groundless, between the cita- 

tion of Olympiodorus and our 

commentator (Alex. 82 a; Ol. 

i. 993 sq. ; Alex. 100, b; Ol. ii. 

157; Alex. 124, b; Ol. ii. 200; 

Alex. 132, a). If, therefore, 

something is here and there at- 

tributed to the latter which is 

not to be found in our com- 

mentary (Ideler, l. c. I. xvii.), 

this would rather point to a 
later revision or to gaps in our 
text. Meantime it is a ques- 
tion whether by the é&nyn- 
ths in OL i. 187 Alexander 
is meant, and whether the 
passage which Olympiodorus 
quotes from him (evidently at 
third hand) really stood in his 
Meteorology ; at any rate Simpl. 
(De Celo, 95, a; Schol. 492, b, 
1), on which Ideler also de- 
pends, certainly refers to the 
commentary on the books of 
the heavens ; (4) rep} dic Ohoews, 
quoted by Alexander himself 
(De An. 133, a; Qu. Nat. i. 
2, end, p. 19, edition of 
Thurot, 1875). On the Meta- 
physics, the commentary on 

Books iv. has been preserved 

entire; the rest in a shortened 

form; the first part, and ex- 

tracts from the second, are 

printed in the Scholia of Bran- 

dis, and both at length in the 

separate edition of Bonitz. An 

explanation of the codirrixol 

Zreyxot, which likewise bears 

the name of Alexander, is cer- 

tainly spurious (cf. Brandis, l.c. 

298). Lost commentaries 

on the following works are 

quoted : (1) The Categories, by 

Simpl. (Categ. 1, a; 9, a. € 3 

23, y, and often ; De Calo, 16, 

b, 26 K; Dexipp. Categ. 6, 15; 

40, 23; 55, 13 Speng.; David, 

Schol. 51, b. 8; 54, b, 15, 26; 
65, b; 47, 81, b, 33. (2) Tepl 

épunvelas (Ammon. De Interpret. 

12, b; 14, a; 23, b; 32, b ; 46, 
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well as the thoughts of the author.! His own 

writings,’ however, are no more than explanations 

BE a 5:51. w516L 0:194. 05 
Boét. De Interpret. [very fre- 
quently]; cf. the Meiser Index. 
Mich. Ephes. Schol. in Arist. 
100, a). (3) The second book 
of the First Analytics (Philop. 
Sechelt in Ar: 188,0, 35. 191, a, 

47; Anon. Paris [a commentary 
under Alexanders name, but 
much later, concerning which 
cf. Brandis, l c. p. 290]; Schol. 
188, 4, 19 ; 191, «4, 10, 5,28. et 
passim. (4) The Second Ana- 
Zytics (Ps.-Alex. in Metaph. 442, 
9 Bon. 715, 5, 7 Br.; Philop. in 

Post Analyt.Schol.196, a, 33 ; 200, 
50,207 203,5, 18; 211,5, 9£ et 
passim; Eustrat. in Libr. ii; 
Anal. Post. 1,8 ; 5, a;.03; ll,«, 
05 ef. Fabric, L6. 606; Prantl 
Gesch. d. Log. 1, 621, 18)... (5) 
On the Physics (Simpl. Phys. 
A, Oy By 3 Db 0, 2nd 
many other passages, especially 
the three first books; Philop. 
Phys BD; 10; M,.25; N, 193 
T, 1; 4.9. Tins: commen- 

tary seems to have been the 
principal source from which 
that of Simplicius is taken; 
and the fragments of the pre- 
Socratic philosophy, especially, 
which give such great value to 
the work of Simplicius, would 
appear to have been altogether, 
or chiefly, borrowed from it). 
(6) The treatise on the heavens 
(Alex. Meteorol. 16. a; Ps.- 
Alex. Metaph. 677, 27; 678, 7 
Jon. [807, 4; 36, 6, 11 Fr] 
Simpl. De Celo. Schol. 468, a; 
11 $44. | Damasc. £. c. 154,5,11]; 
470, b, 15-179, a5 485, 25-28 
sqq.et passim. (T) De Genera- 
tione et Corruptione (Ps.- Alex. 

(50: 645, 12: Bon. 199 « L ET; 
title to Alex. Qu. Nat. ii. 22; 
Philop. Genu. ct Corr. 14, a ; 
15,0; 18, 0, et passim). (8) 

De Anima (Simpl. De An. 13, 
9,705. 29, Dass Dicet passin 
Themist. De An. 94, a; Philop. 
De: n. A 10:16 BL UPS 
Alex. Metaph. 473, 6; 405, 28 ; 
4110,20: 500, 25 BOn | fate, 

294 T300; 925 793, b; 29 Rr: 
the first passage is wanting 
with him]; cf. Bonitz, Aler. 
Comm. in Metaph. xxii. Com- 
mentaries on the smaller an- 
thropological writings are not 
mentioned with the exception 
of the still existing commentary 
De Sensu. Concerning some 
supposed commentaries on the 
Rhetoric and Poetics, vide Fa- 
bric. 665, 667. That Alexander 

expounded other writings be- 
sides those of Aristotle we 
cannot infer from the absurd 
statement of David (Schol. in 
Ar. 28, a, 24), that he com- 
mented, not only the works of 
Aristotle the  Stagirite, but 
those of the other men of that 
name; also the discussion con- 
cerning the harmonic numbers 
of the Zimeus mentioned by 
Philop. (De An. D 6) must have 
been found in the commentary 
on the Z'reatise of the Soul. 

! Cf.onthis point and against 
Ritter’s (iv. 261) depreciatory 
judgment of Alexander, Bran- 
Ur 278; Schwegler, 
Metaphysik des Arist.i.; Vorr. 
s. viii. ; Bonitz, Alex. Comm. in 

Metaph. Pref.i.; Prantl, Gesch. 
der Log. i. 621. 

? We possess four of these 
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and apologies for Aristotle's doctrines. In this XL 
manner, in his still existing commentaries, he has 
treated of logic,! meteorology, and metaphysics; in Writings 

besides the commentaries epi 
yvxijs, 2, B. (ap. Themist. Opp. 
Venet. 1534, p. 123 $sqq.); m. 
eluapuérvns (ibid. 163 sqq.et pass. ; 
latest ed. Orelli, Zur. 1824); 
QvcucQy kal T0ucQv àmopiQv Kai 

» Ajceav, 4, B. (questiones natu- 
rales, &c., edition of Spengel, 
Munich, 1842, who in the pre- 
face, together with Fabricius, 
l. c. 661 sg., gives all informa- 
tion respecting the title and 
earlier editions); mepl pltews 
(attached to the Aldine edition 
of the Meteorology, and imper- 
fect in the commencement). 
On the other hand the Problems, 
iarpik@y kal pvoikav mpoBAnud- 
Twv, 2 B (cf. also Fabric. 662 
sqq. and, in respect to Buse- 
maker's edition in the fourth 
volume of Didot’s Aristotle, 
Prantl, Miinch. Gel. Anz. 1858, 
No. 25) and atreatise on Fevers 
(Fabric. 664), certainly do not 
belong to Alexander. Among 
lost writings are mentioned : A 
treatise on the difference be- 
tween Aristotle and his dis- 
ciples in regard to syllogisms 
with premisses of unequal mo- 
dality (Alex. Anal. Pr. 40, b, 83, 
a; cf. Phil.d.Gr. II. ii. 224); this 
is no doubt the work referred 
to by Philop. Anal. Pr. xxxii. 
b; Schol. 158, b, 28 (ëv rw uo- 
voB(8Aq), on the other hand the 
&XóAia, Aoryikà (Alex. Anal. Pr. 
83, a; Schol. 169, a, 14) must 
be something distinct from it; 
the words ém mAéov efpmraí uoi 
èv tots axoAlois Tots Ao'yucots 

. seem to me to be a gloss. Also 

a treatise wep) Bauuóvov (Michaël 
or whoever may be the author 
of this commentary, printed 
with Simpl. De Anima, on the 
treatise mepi ris Kal Umrvov uav- 
Tihs, p. 148, b): another trea- 
tise against Zenobius the Epi- 
curean (Phil. d. Gr. III. i. 377) 
in which, according to Simpl. 
Phy. 113, b, he had sought to 
prove the distinction of the 
Above, Below, &c., to be a 
natural distinction. The trea- 
tise, however, on the seat of the 
hyeuovikòy, alluded to in the 
commentary on the work zepl 
Cdwv kivf)dews, 154, b, 155, a, is 
doubtless not distinct from 
Alexander's dissertation, De 
An. i. p. 140 sqq.; and the 
sovoBiBAloy, quoted by Eustrat. 
in Eth. N. 179, a, in which it 
is proved as against the Stoics 
that virtue does not suffice for 
happiness, is the same as the 
portion of the work bearing 
the same independent title, p. 
156 sqq. Concerning an essay 
on the virtues, which still exists 
in MS., a very doubtful treatise 
on the powers of stones quoted 
by Psellus; the allegorical inter- 
pretations of myths (Ps. Alex. 
Probl. i. 87) which are cer- 
tainly spurious, and some 
Arabic treatises mentioned by 
Casiri, all, erroneously no doubt, 
attributed to Alexander (vide 
Fabric. v. 667 sq. 658). 

1 Concerning his logic, vide 
Prantl, Gesch. der Logik, i. 622 
sqq. But, except his definitions 
on the relation of the individual 
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two books concerning the soul, and in many passages 

of enquiries into natural science, he has developed 

the anthropology and psychology of his master; in 

the first three books of the last mentioned work he 

has discussed many physical questions, and in the 

fourth many definitions of the Peripatetic ethies, in 

opposition to the cavils of the Stoies ; in Book i. 18, 

he defends the necessity and eternity of the world 

against the Platonists ; 

he combats the Stoic doctrine of the mutual inter- 

penetration of bodies ; in the treatise on destiny,' he 

defends the freedom of the will against the Stoic 

fatalism. The weaknesses of his adversaries are 

pointed out in this treatise with acuteness and skill, 

but we cannot expect to find in it a thorough and 

searching enquiry into the human will. Alexander 

lays chief stress on the practical results of fatalism,? 

among whieh he does not forget the theological 

arguments which for himself are not exactly fitting, 

namely, that fatalism does away with Providence 

and the hearing of prayer ;? he also repeatedly and 

in the treatise mepi witews 

and the universal, to be spoken 

of, infra ; there is not much of 

importance to be derived from 

it. The most noteworthy por- 

tion (though in fact this is to 

be found already in Aristotle) 

is the distinction of the analytic 

and synthetic methods (Anal. 

Pr. 3, b; cf. Nat. Qu. i. 43 p. 

13 sq. Speng.) ; the discussion 

on the subcontrary opposi- 

tion (Boet. De Interpr. M. p. 

158 sq. Meis.); and the asser- 

tion that only the categorical 
syllogisms are pure and legiti- 

mate (Top. 6). 

! wept eiuapuerns, cf. De An. 
lh p.159 «g.; Qu. Dnt ine ae 
4 sqq.; lii. 13. Tennemann (v. 
186 sqq.) and, more concisely, 
Ritter (iv. 265 sq.), give extracts 
from the former treatise. It is 
unnecessary to enlarge further 
upon it in this place, as the trea- 
tise contains no thoughts es- 
sentially new; and moreover 
has been made generally acces- 
sible through the edition of 
Orelli. 

2 De Fato, c. 16 sqq. 
3 De Fate, V De An. 10250 



THEORIES OF ALEXANDER. 

emphatically insists on the principle that the uni- 

versal opinion of mankind, and the innate ideas 

which express themselves especially in language, are 

a sufficient and irresistible proof of truth. The 

Peripatetic here falls back upon immediate con- 

sciousness in the same way that we have so often 

noticed in the popular philosophy since the time of 

Cicero. More original theories are brought forward 

by Alexander in the discussions of some other meta- 
physical, psychological, and theological questions. 

The doctrine of Aristotle, of mind, divine and 

human, as we have seen, has much obscurity, and 

his sayings about the relation of the deity to the 
world, as well as those on the relation of human 

reason to the divine reason, and to the inferior parts 

of the soul, labour under a mystic vagueness. But 

this itself is connected with the fundamental deter- 

minations of the system concerning form and matter, 

and can hardly be removed without a recasting of 

these. Therefore, while Alexander is intent upon 

a conception of the Peripatetic doctrine, which shall 
set aside the mystic element as much as possible 

and establish an altogether natural interconuection 

of phenomena, he cannot avoid considerable devia- 

tions from the doctrine of his master, however little 

he may confess it to himself. Aristotle had indeed 

declared individual essences to be the truly Sub- 

1 De Fato, c.2; c. T; c. 8; 32, p. 35 sqq.; 93, M). The 

cf. c. 5, 12, end; 14, beginning; contradictory statement of Am- 

De An. 161, a. Speech, how- monius (De Interpr. 32, b; 

ever, is not itself inborn; only Schol. im Ar. 103, b, 28) is 

—- the faculty of speech is so (Qu. rightly rejected by Prantl (7. c. 

— JNat. iii. 11 ; Boét. De Interpr. 624, 27). 

T2 

CHAP. 
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stantial, but at the same time he had declared the 

Universal to be the proper object of knowledge; he 

had conceded that forms, with the exception of 
pure reason and the deity, are not separated from 

matter, but he had nevertheless sought the proper 

essence of things in them alone. Alexander goes a 

step further. Of the two conflicting definitions that 

the higher reality belongs to the individual and the 

higher truth to the universal, he gives up the second 

to save the first. The individual, he maintains 

(herein departing from Aristotle '), is not only for us 

but in itself, prior to the universal, for if the indi- 

vidual were not, the universal could not be ;? and 

consequently he not only includes incorporeal natures, 

such as the Deity, under the conception of indi- 

vidual substance,? but also holds the individual to 

be the proper object of universal conceptions ; yet 

in these universal conceptions, only those determina- 

1 Cf. Phil. d. Gr. 11. ii. 197, with this, cf. Dexipp. Cat. c. 
2. 12; 54, 22 sqq. Sp. (Sehol. in 

* Simp. Cat. 21, B: ó MEVTOL Ar. 50, b, 15 sqq.) who com- 
AAétavbpos évrabOa kal TH Qvae 
Barepa Ta Kabddou TaY KabeKarTa 
elvat $iXoveiket, &móB eii uer 
ovdeulay KoulCwy oxeddr, TÒ be ev 
&pxfi AauBávev, óTraV Aéyn, TÒ 

elvai kal Thv ovolay Ta koiwà Tapa 
T&v ka? €xacra AauBdávew ... 

KoivoU yap Üvros, pnolv, àvdykm 
kai To &rowoy elvai, èv yap Tots 
Kowois Ta  üroua  TepiéxXerac 
àróuov Bé Üüvros, ov mdvTws TÒ 
KOLVOV, eiye TÒ koivòv eml TOANOTS. 
Loc. cit. (: CAAEE.) kal Tfi pices 
mporépas Bovadumevos elvai Tas àTÓ- 
fous obcías T@Y KowwGy. uÀ ovg av 
yàp r&v arduwy, ovdéev elvardvvarat, 
purl, rêy ÁAAwv. In agreement 

pares Alexander in this respect 
with Botthus (sup. 119, 2); and 
David, in Cat. Sehol. 51, 5. 10. 
We have no right to refuse 
credit to these utterances (as 
Prantl does i. 623) because 
Alexander also maintains the 
incorporeality of the concept 
(cf. Bott. in Porph.a se Transl. 
p. 55, m): for the &rouoy is not 
necessarily something corporeal 
(vide next note), and as Boé- 
thus (7. e.) says, quoting from 
Alexander, even from the cor- 
poreal the conception of incor- 
poreal form can be abstracted. 

? Simpl. Cat. 21, B: 6 uévroi 



FORM AND MATTER. 

tions of the individual are brought under considera- 
tion which are equally present in several individuals 

or may be present.’ The universal conceptions are 

therefore, as he observes, universal only in the in- 

telligence which abstracts them from individuals ; as 

soon as this ceases to think them, they cease to 

cxist : itis only onr thought which releases the forms 

bound up with matter from matter, and gives to 

them reality in their absolute existence (fürsich- 

sein). This indivisibility of form from matter 

"AréEavSpos kal vb vomrbv Kal 
xwepicTbv  elbos ürouov ovcíav 
Aéyeo0aí mou Ebd. 23, y: ws 
56 Aé. ègnyeTrar Thy ürouov 
ovalay, pidoTimovmevos TÒ TPATwS 
kwoty èv abrfj Téva, xaXemó- 
Tepai ai &ropíou. 

1 Alexander shows this, Qu. 
Nat. i. 3. The generic con- 
ceptions, he here says, relate 
neither to individuals, nor to 
an absolute — self-subsistent 
universal, GAA’ eioly of dpicpol 
TOv èv Tols kaÜÉkacTa KoLWaY, 
À àv kaÜÉékacTa karà Ta èv 
abrois kowd . . . AéyovTa 06 Gv 
vonudtwy kal r&v Koway oi ópuc- 
pol, Gri vod TÒ xwplom Toy &vOpw- 
mov (the essential nature of 
man) &rb r&v civ ols bpéornKev 
&AAwv kal Kad’ abróv AaBeiv:ó 
St Tod beo Tos uev per’ ÁAXGv, 
voovyuévov 8€ xwpls éxelywy [Kal 
&AAwv, no doubt, should be 
omitted], kal odx as iperrnker, 
ópıguðs vohuatos elvai boket kal 
kowoU. Cf. Simpl. Phys. 16, b. 

2 De An. 139, b: àv yap 

evirwy eidav obbtv xwepiTbv À 
Aéye pdvov, TQ d0opày abr&v 
elvai tov ard Ths ČANS xwpioudv 

. bray ph vofta Ta Toavra 

el5n oùðè Zor abrQv Ti vois, 
elye èv TG vociaOa adtois 7] TOU 
vonrois elvari ómóo acis. TÈ yap 

KaddAov kal Kowa Thy u&v braptiw 
èv rois ka0ékagTá Te Kal évvAos 
éxet, vootmeva è xwpls Ans 
Kowd Te kal kabóàov ylverat, Kal 
Tóre tots vols Ürav vota, ei 
è uà vooiro ob56 ÉcTiV 
tri. Gore xopia0évra ToU 
vooüvros avTa vob hel- 
perar, elye èv TH vocigUa Tb 
clvacavrois. Öuoia dé rovros Kal 
Ta èë adaipécews, droid ears TÒ 
pabnuarixd. Loc. cit. 143, b: 
Tà uiv yap tvvAa elðn ómb ToU 

vod vonta ylverat üvra Suvdues 

vonta.  xwpi(ev yap abrà Tis 

SAns ó vous, med’ Hs eorw abris 

(1. abrois) Tb elvat, evepyela 
vonta abrbs aùrà moet, &c. Cf. 

also Metaph. 163, b, 31; Br. 

493, 30 Bon. The discussions 

in Nat: Qu. i. 17, 26, refer to 

this relation of the efn &vvAa 

to their substance. Alexander 

here shows that Form is in sub- 

stance, not ds èv broxeméevy— 

ie. not as if in something 

which existed without it, and 

to which it is superadded, there- 
fore not xarà cvuBeBmkbs (cf. 

CHAP. 
XI. 
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must hold good also of the soul, the more decidedly 

Alexander maintains the Aristotelian definition that 

the soul is nothing else than the form of the 

organic body.! As the form of the body, it is so 

closely bound up with it that it cannot exist without 

it, its origin and constitution is conditioned by the 

body, and no activity of the soul is possible without 

a corporeal motion.? 

as to the meaning of this ex- 
pression, Phil. d.Gr. II ii. 308, 1) 
for matter became this definite 
substance first through the in- 
strumentality of Form; and 
Form, on the other hand, is 
only that which it is, as the 
form of this body. Similarly 
Alexander explained Time, in 
partial agreement with Aris- 
totle (Phil. d. Gr. II. ii. 401) 
as something existing only in 
our idea, and he called man 
mowTijs Tov xpóvov (Themist. De 
An. 220, 26 Sp.) 
De Av. 135, an 121 5. a 

pass; cf. Qu. Nat. i. 17, p. 61; 
i. 26, p. 83. 

? De An. 126, a. The con- 
tinuation of the proposition dre 
&xdepigcTOS Ù Vvxi) ToU TwHuaTOS, 
oU écTi Wuxn. Ibid. 125, a: 
that the soul is not a self-sub- 
sistent substance, but the form 

of the body, is plain from its 
activity ; où yàp oldy Te évépyyei&v 
Tiva wWuxikhy yevérðaı xwpls 
TwmatiKns Kiwhoews. This is 
then proved in detail, and the 
inference drawn ws Tov cwuatos 
èstri 7l (namely its form) kat 
&xdpicTOs avTov. paTny ‘yap 
ein xwpioTy undeulay Tay oikelwy 
évepyei@y Kad? arv évepynaat 
Suvaneyvn. Loc. cit. 143, a: The 
soul is dvvauls tis kal ovocla em 

Even the highest activities of 

tovrots (the parts of the body) 
yivouévy. Kal égTi TÒ cya kai 
Ù TovTov Kpacis aitia TH WvxfÜ 
THS È APXNS yevécews, as we can 
see from the fact that the 
constitution of our souls corre- 
sponds to that of our bodies: 

&s dé pauev THs Wuxis évepryeías 
elvai, oük eigcl THs $vxüs avTis 
Kad? abTiv, QAAà Tov éÉxovros 
aùThv .. . moat yap ai Tis 
Wuxns kivhoeis ToU avvaudoorépov 
Tov (wytos eiciv. Cf. Qu. Nat. 
ii. 2; Simpl. Phys. 225, a; and 
concerning the Aristotelian 
doctrine which Alexander here 
follows, cf? vol 11 5591.90: 
On account of this indivisibility 
of soul and body Alexander will 
not allow their relation to be 
apprehended according to the 
analogy of that between the ar- 
tist and his tool ( Phil. d. Gr. II. 
ii. 487), fortheartist is separate 
from his tool; but the soul is 

in the body, and especially in 
the central organ, as its form 

and the force inherent in it ; the 
other parts of the body can only 
be regarded as organs: De An. 
127, a, 6; cf. Simpl. De Am. 
13, b; Alex. af:ot uh ós opyavy 
xpüc0a. TH Yux pen yàp yiveo- 
Oat év TL èk ToU xpwuévov Kal ToU 
opyavou. 



THE SOUL. 

the soul form no exception to this. The Aristotelian 

doctrine of the parts of the soul is also defended 

by Alexander;! but he insists the more strongly 
that the higher faculties of the soul cannot exist 
without the lower, and that the unity of the soul 

depends upon this ;? and whereas Aristotle had dis- 
tinguished voðs as to its origin and its essence very 

decidedly from all other faculties, Alexander co- 

ordinates it in one series with the rest. Intellect 

in man exists primarily only as a disposition—vods 

drAuKos Kal dvoixds—merely potential thought.? 

Through the development of this disposition, there 

arises the real activity of thought—intelligence as 

an operative quality, as an active power, the voüs 

érrixtntos or vovs kaf’ £&wy.* But that which effects 

the development of potential intelligence and 

brings it to actuality as the light brings colours, the 

voUs TrountiKos, is, according to Alexander, not a 

part of our souls, but only the divine reason operat- 

ing upon it, and in consequence of this operation 

conceived ë by it. Thus the mystic unity of human 

! De An. 128 sqq. ; 146, a. 
2 Loc. cit. 128, a, b; 141, a. 
* Perhaps it may be in con- 

nection with this, that Alex- 
ander, according to Simpl. De 
An. 64, b, would admit no pure 
self-consciousness, related to 
vods as such; for he taught 
that voüs conceived directly the 
etn alone; and itself only xarà 
cvuBeBmkbs, so far as it is one 
with the Xn. 

4 Loc. cit. 138, a, sq. ; 143, b. 
In these definitions of Alexan- 
der lie the source from which 

the Arabian and Scholastic phi- 
losophers derived their well- 
known doctrine of the intellec- 
tus acquisitus. 

5 Loc. cit. 139, b; 143, b, sq.; 
139, b: àma0»s 56 ðv (ó momri- 
kòs voUs) kal uù ueuvyuévos ŬAN 
tw kal üo0aprós écTiw, évépryeia 
dv kal elbos xwpls Suvdueds Te Kal 
ÜAms. Towvroy è dy Oébeucrai 
im’ 'ApigToTéAovs TÒ  TpTov 
atriov 9 Kal kuplws éor) vots, &c., 
p. 114, a: roro 9) 7d vomróv 
T€ TH avTov pice kal Kar’ évép- 
yea» vows, aíriov *ywóuevov tq 
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reason with the divine is here broken; on the one 
side is man, and on the other the deity operating 
upon him. The human soul is therefore an abso- 
lutely finite essence; the souls of the gods (i.e. no 
doubt the heavenly bodies) could only be called! 
souls in an improper sense (ouwvipws). In accor- 
dance with this our philosopher places the seat of 
reason, to which Aristotle had denied any corporeal 
organ,” in the heart,’ like the Stoics, and says, uni- 
versally and unconditionally of the human soul, 
what Aristotle had said only of one part of it, that 
it passes away with the body. 

VALK@ vg TOV karà Tiv Tpbs Tb 
Toi00TOv elos avapopay xwpi(ew 
T€ Kal umetobar kal voeiv kal TGv 
eviAwy eibàv Exactoy kal moieiv 
vontoy avtTd, 00pa0év eatt Aeyó- 
pevos vous 6 TroinTtikds, ovK dy 
pópiov kal Stvauls Tis THs hueré- 
pas Wuxijs, GAA’ wey yivduevos 
èv "uiv, Otay avTd voĝðuev ... 
xwpiotos Dé éoTiw huv Toi0UTOS 
òv eikórws. On account of this 
assertion, Alexander was fre- 
quently attacked by later com- 
mentators, cf. Themist. De An. 

89, b (where, though not 

named, he is evidently alluded 
to); Simpl. Phys. 1, a; 69, as 
Philep:. De de E.S DE 
T H, 8; Q, 2 9 (quotation 
from Ammonius); 10, «q. 
Alexander’s general view of 
vovs is thus summed up by 
Philop. l. c., O, Q, 2: mparov 
c"uaiwóuevoy Aéyet TOU voU Toy 
duvduer vod, Ósmep eat em) Trav 
Twaldwy SevTepoy amuauvó- 
Mevoy ToU duvduer [leg. Tod vod] ó 
kað’ eL vous, ösmep ó éml rõv 
TEACiwy avdowTwY TpiTOV 

The attempt which 

onmawduervdy gT. TOU voU ò évep- 
yela vows, 8 èst ó Oúpaðev, ò 
mayTéAei0s . . . Ó KuBepyav Tò 
mav, Concerning his explana- 
tion of the particular in the 
Aristotelian passages concerned, 
cf. ibid. Q. 4, 5, 8; also Simpl. 
De An. 61, b. 

! De An 128, a. 

* Cf. Prila Gr. M. 1155068. 8. 
* De An. 141, a. Observe 

here also the Stoic hyeuovikdv 
and the Platonic Aoy:orikoy in- 
stead of the Aristotelian vods. 

* Loc. cit. 127, a, 0: otca 5€ 
n yux) eldos Tod cduaros . .. 
TQ &xdpicTOv elvat TOD gaHmaTos 
Td Toi0UT0v elõos kal cuupbeiporto 
àv TG cari, 007) ye aT js plap- 

TOÜ cóuaros elüós stw. Qu. 
Nat. M. 10: 2 Wuxh ov &vvAov 
elõos òv àðúvarov abro kab’ abr 
elvai. ò yap bAns Setrar mpds TÒ 
elvai, TavTns Tl òv (namely its 
form) advvaroy abTb xab’ avrò 
elvai. Alexander here infers 
that the soul cannot move 
itself, in and for itself; but it 
also follows that it cannot exist 



GOD AND THE WORLD. 

is seen in these definitions to refer phenomena to 
natural causes by rejecting everything superna- 

tural may be also perceived in the doctrine of the 
Aphrodisian on the relation of God and the world. 

All that happens in the world he derives, like 
Aristotle, from the influence which diffuses itself 

from the Deity first into the heavens, and from 

thence into the elementary bodies ;! but this whole 

process is conceived entirely as a process of nature ; 

in each of the elements there is more or less 
animate force, according as its higher or lower 

position in the universe, and its coarser or finer 

nature, places it nearer or 

without the body. This denial 
‘of immortality, which Alexan- 
der in his commentary on De 
An. also tried to prove in Aris- 
totle, is often mentioned by later 
writers, cf. David, Schol. in 
Arist. 24, b, 41; 26, b, 13; 
Philop. De An. A, 5, o; E,8, 

Q, 4. 
1 The motion of the heavens 

itself, Alexander explained, 
like Aristotle, by supposing 
that the cama KuKdopopntixdy 
had a longing to become as 
like as possible to the highest, 
eternal, and unmoved substance 
(which, however, according to 
Simpl. Phys. 319, b, he did not, 
like Aristotle, conceive as out- 
side the heavens, but as in- 
herent in the outermost sphere 
as a whole); and since a long- 
ing presupposes a soul, he says 
that the 8eiov cama čuývxov kai 
xarà Wuxhv kiwoüuevov. Simi- 
larly each of the seven plane- 
tary spheres (to which accord- 

further to the first bearer 

ingly Alexander again refers 
the 55 Aristotelian) pére: xal 
dpétex tivds ovolas (the spirit of 
their sphere) must be moved in 
a direction contrary to that of 
the fixed star heaven, but, at 
the same time, must be carried 
round by it—a double motion 
which was necessary, because 
otherwise there could not 
be in the world beneath the 
moon a regular alternation of 
generation and passing away 
(Qu. Nat. i. 25). Alexander 
also (herein differing from 
Aristotle) attributes a soul to 
the mparos obpavós, in which the 
longing, which Aristotle had 
ascribed to matter itself (Phil. 

d. Gr. II. ii. 373 sq.) must have its 

seat; his contradiction to Her- 
minus (vide supra, p. 913, 1) con- 

sists only in this that Herminus 

derives from the soul what 

aecording to Alexander, is the 

effect of the first moving prin- 
ciple. 

CHAP. 

Relation 
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of this foree—the sky; and it is likewise divided 

among the bodies compounded of these elements in 
greater or lesser measure ; they have a more or less 
perfect soul, according as they consist of purer or 

impurer substances and, particularly, according as 

more or less of the noblest element, fire, is mixed 

up in them.' In this divine power the essence of 

nature consists;? but Providence or destiny coin- 

cides with nature. Therefore, though Alexander 

does not admit destiny in the Stoical sense, he is as 

little inclined to favour the ordinary belief in Pro- 

vidence. This belief seems to him not only irrecon- 

cileable with the freedom of the human will—for 

free actions, as he points out, the Deity Himself 

cannot foreknow, since His power does not extend to 

the impossible *—but is also opposed to right con- 

ceptions of God and the world. For it cannot pos- 

sibly be supposed that the mortal and meaner is the 

end, and the activity of the higher—of God— 
is merely a means existing for the sake of the 

former;? nor can we say of the world that it 
1 Qu. Nat. ii. 3. 
> Ou, Nat. 0. 6p. 905 De An. 

159, b: THs belas Suvduews THs 

Èv TH yevvqr THmaTt eyyivouerns 
ard THs mpds TÒ Belov [sc. oua] 
yevrvidoews, hy kal pow kaXoU- 
pev. According to Simpl. De 
Carlo, 54, a, 23, Karsten, Alexan- 

der even identified the Deity 
with the ether, for it is here said 
(ap. Arist. De Celo,i.3 ; 2105,8) 
he referred the à6ávarov to the 
Óciov gama, WS TovTOU ÜVTOS TOU 
0co0. But only the reading of 
Brandis is compatible with the 
context, and with Alexander’s 

theory (vide supra, p. 327, 5; 
329, 1). Brandis, Schol. 475, a, 

45: ws Eml rovrovd. T. O.: 
‘so far as the deity is combined 
with the ether.’ 

3 De Fato, c. 6: Aetrerai 55 
Aovróv T?)  etuapuévmv èv ois 
pvoe yiıvouévois elvai Aéyeiw, ds 
elvat TabTbv eiuapuévmv te Kal 
gvow, which is then further 
discussed. De An. 162, a: 

Aclrerat &pa Thy e(uapuévmv undev 
&AXo À Thy oikeíav piow elvai 
ékda TOv, KC. 

* De Puto. 690; 
5 Qu. Nat; ar 21, p. 128 789g. 
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OPINIONS ON PROVIDENCE. 

requires a providence for its constitution and main- 

tenance; on the contrary, its existence and con- 

dition is a consequence of its nature. If, therefore, 

Alexander does not wholly deny Providence, he 

confines it to the world beneath the moon, because 

for this world alone care is taken by something out- 

side itself which is destined to maintain it in its 

existence and order, through the world of planets ;? 

and if he also opposes the notion that Providence 
is only an accidental operation of the Deity, he 

considers it just as little an activity working with 

design, but only as a consequence of Nature, fore- 

known and fore-ordained by it) We cannot call 

these opinions on Providence entirely un-Aristo- 

7 telian ; but as they follow the Aristotelian doctrine 

SS eee 
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only on the physical side, they give proof of the 

naturalism of the philosopher, whose explanation 

of the life of the soul approximates to the Stoic 

Materialism, and his whole theory of the universe 

to the standpoint of Strabo the physicist. 

Alexander of Aphrodisias is the last important 

teacher of the Peripatetic school with whom we are 

Of. the quotations from Adras- a more remote sense to the 

tus, supra, p. 310, with whom, 
however, Alexander does not 
wholly agree; for he supposes 
the planets to have their double 
motion for the sake of the 
earthly sphere, vide supra, p. 
329, 1. 

! Loc. cit. ii. 19. 
2 Loe. cit. and i. 25, p. TY sq. 

According to the second passage 
the conception of Providence 
can only have been applied in 

whole material world. 
3 Qu. Nat. ii. 21, p. 124 sq., 

131 sg. Alexander here ob- 

serves thatthe question whether 

Providence proceeds kaf’ aird 

or karà cvuBeBmkbs has never 
been more closely investigated 
by any of his predecessors; he 
himself gives the above decision 
only hypothetically, but it 
manifestly expresses his own 
opinion. 

CHAP. 
XI. 

Alezander 
the last 
important 
Peripate- 
tic. 
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acquainted. Of the few who are mentioned after 

him in the first half of the third century,! all without 

exception were insignificant.2 From the second 

half of the third century the Peripatetic school 

seems gradually to have lost itself in the school of 

the Neo-Platonists, in which the knowledge of 

Aristotle’s writings was also zealously maintained ; 

we still hear of Peripatetics ;? and there were not 

wanting men who commented on the Aristotelian 

writings and followed their doctrines in particular 

branches, such as logie, physics, and psychology ; 4 

! Longinus ap. Porph. V. Plot. 
20, among the philosophers of 
his time whom he there enu- 
merates, mentions three Peri- 
patetics: Heliodorus of Alex- 
andria, Ammonius (according to 
Philostr. V. Soph. ii. 27, 6, he 
was probably in Athens), and 
Ptolemæus. Of these only the 
first left philosophical writings ; 
of the other two, Longinus 
remarks that they were indeed 
full of knowledge, esnecially 
Ammonius (of whom Philostr. 
l.c. contirms this testimony), 
but only wrote poems and de- 
clamatory orations, to which 
they themselves would hardly 
have attributed so much value 
as to wish to be known to pos- 
terity by these productions. 
Porphyry, ap. Eus. Pr. Er. x. 3, 
1, also mentions as his con- 
temporary in Athens, Prosenes 
the Peripatetic, perhaps head 

of the school there. 
? Even Anatolius of Alexan- 

dria, who became bishop of 
Laodicea about 270 A.D., and, 
according to Eus. Hist. Eccl. 
vii. 32, 6, so distinguished him- 

self in the Peripatetic philo- 
sophy that his native city 
wished to make him head of 
the school in that place, seems 
to have displayed his chief 
strength in mathematics. A 
fragment from his xakóves rep) 
TOU mag xa is quoted by Eusebius, 
l. c., 14 $qq.; a fragment like: 
wise, ap. Fabric. Bibl. Gr. iii. 
462 sq., may, perhaps, belong to 
him; but the fragments ap. 
Jambl. Theol. Arithmet. (vide 
index) are from an earlier Ana- 
tolius, the teacher of Iambli- 
chus. 

5. bide supra, D. 9025 2: 
* Thus, following Plotinus, 

came Porphyry,  lamblichus, 
Themistius, Dexippus, Syrianus, 
Ammonius, Simplicius, the two 
named Olympiodorus, and other 
Neo-Platonists, to whom we 
must add Philoponus; in the 
East, Boéthus, and the philoso- 
phers quoted by him, Victorinus 
and Vegetius Preetextatus. Of 
these men, so far as they come 
witbin the scope of the present 
exposition, we shall have to 
speak later on. 



rt T with “are to px dedi s who MeL 
| de Peripatetic doctrine in their "i theory of 

l the world, there are only incidental allusions.’ 

Was We meet with such, a Peri- Vers. Isid. 131, was converted 
di Ec even at the end of the by Isidorus from the Aristo. = - 

ifth century in Dorus the telian to the Platonic—ie. the — 
. Arabian, who, according to  Neo-Platonic—system. 

[eese ap: Suid. sub voce, cf. 
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CHAPTER XH, 

THE PLATONIC SCHOOL IN 

AFTER THE CHRISTIAN 

THE FIRST CENTURIES 

ERA. 

Our knowledge of the Academic school! at the 

point where we last left it becomes so fragmentary, 

that for half a century not even the name of any of 
its teachers is known to us.? Only in the last 

decades of the first century does some light break 

in upon this darkness, and from that time onward we 
can follow the school through a continuous series of 

Platonic philosophers to the times of Neo-Platonism.? 

! Cf. Fabric. Bibl. 111.159 sqq. ; 
Zumpt, p. 59 sqq., in the trea- 
tise quoted supra, p. 112, 1. 

2 Seneca, whose testimony” 
must be valid. at any rate for 
Rome, goes so far as to say: 
Nat. Qu. vii. 32, 2: Academici 

et veteres. et minores nullum 
antistitem reliquerunt. 

3 After the Platonists, men- 

tioned p. 100 sqq., the next that 
we know of is Ammonius of 
Egypt, the teacher of Plutarch, 
who taught in Athens, probably 
as head of the Platonic school, 
and died there, after having 
repeatedly filled the office of 
Strategus (Plut. Qu. Symp. iii. 
13 ynlg4; 1X. d 2,0, 1,755 M6 

Hi. c. 1 sq. p. 385, where a sup- 
posed conversation with him 

during Nero's visit to Greece 
63 A.D. is narrated, Def. Orac. 
e: 479179207 99: 9909407 wee 
Adulat. 31, p. 70; Themistokl. 
c. 32, end; Eunap. J. Soph. 
Proem. 5; 8). With him Plu- 
tarch is connected, of whom 
we shall speak more at length 
later on. Aristodemus, of 
/Egium, was a friend and co- 
disciple of Plutarch, whom 
Plutarch’ calls, Aun Gols 2) 

avdpa Tõv ét '"Akabmuías od vap- 
0nkopópov, GAA’ éuuavéoTarov 
opyiuaT?v  TlAdTevos, and to 
whom in this place, and in the 

treatise against Epicurus (VN. 
P. Suer. v.) he has given a part 
in the conversation. | Under 
Hadrian seem to have lived 
the Syrian A pollonius, men- 



LATER PLATONISTS, 

In its mode of thought it remained true, on the whole, 

to the eclectic tendency which it had struck out since 

tioned as a Platonist by Spar- 
tian. Hadr. 2, and Gaius, 
whose pupil Galen heard in 
Pergamum about 145 B.C. (Galen. 
Cogn. An. Morb. 8, vol. 5, 41; 
wide infra, p. 337, 3). In the 
eighth year of Antoninus Pius 
(145 A. D.) Jerome (Chron. Eus.) 
places Calvisius Taurus, of 
Berytus (Eus. I. e. ; Suid. Tap.). 
or Tyrus (Philostr. V. Soph. ii, 
1, 34); but as, according to 
Gellius, W. A. i. 26, 4, he had 
Plutarch for his teacher, and, 
according to Philostr. l. c., 
Herodes Atticus, who was con- 
sul in 143 A.D., he must have 
come forward some time pre- 
viously (Zumpt, p. 70). Gel- 
lius, also his pupil, often men- 
tions him. We see from N. A. 
25:15 2; 1; vii. 10, 1; 15, 1 
sq.; xvii. 8, 1, that he was at 
the head of the school. Con- 
cerning his writings vide infra. 
To the'same period belong 
Nigrinus, who is known to 
us through Lucian (JVigrin.) 
as a Platonist residing in Rome 
(as such he describes himself 
in 6, 18). Sextus, of Che- 
ronea, a nephew of Plutarch's, 
teacher of Marcus Aurelius and 
Verus (Capitol. Antonin. ; 
Philos. 3; Verus. 3; Suid. 
Mdpk. and Zétr.; by whom, 
however, through his own mis- 
take or his transcriber's, Sextus 
of Chzeronea and Sextus Em- 
piricus are confused ; M. Aurel. 
i. 9; Philostr. V. Soph. ii. 9; 
Dio Cass. lxxi. 1; Eutrop. viii. 

12; Porph. Qu. Homer, 26, cf. 
p. 276, 2); Alexander of Se- 

leucia, in Cicilia, who was called 

Peloplaton, and who taught 
in Antioch, Rome, Tarsus, and 
other places, and also stood in 
favour with Marcus Aurelius 
(Philostr. V. Soph. ii. 5; M. 
Aurel. i. 12); Albinus, the 
pupil of Gaius (the title of a 
treatise spoken of inf. p. 337, 3, 
describes him as such) whose in- 
structions Galen attended in 
Smyrna 151, 2 A.D. (Gal. De 
Libr. Propr. 2 vol. xix. 16; for 
further details concerning Al- 
binus, vide inf. p. 338 sq.) ; De- 
metrius (M. Aurel. viii. 25); 
Apuleius of Madaura, and 
Maximus of Tyre. Under 
Hadrian lived Theo of Smyrna 
(cf. Martin, Theon. Astron. 5 
8qq.), as we know from the fact 
that astronomical observations 
of the 12th, 13th, 14th, and 
16th years of Hadrian are 
quoted from him (cf. Rossbach 
and Westphal, Metrik. der Gr. 
2nd ed. 1, 76). He is described 
as a Platonist by Procl. in Tim. 
26, A,and in the title borne by his 
principal work in several manu- 
scripts, Tà Kata Tb wadnuarixdy 
xphoma eis thy rod IlAáTwvos 
avdyvwow" the first book of this 
work is the ‘Arithmetic,’ which 
Bullialdus first edited ; the se- 
cond, the ‘Astronomy,’ edited 
by Martin; the three remaining 
books are lost. Procl. (Z. e.) 
seems to refer to a commentary 
on a Platonic work, perhaps the 
Republic (cf. Theo, Astron. C. 
16, p. 203, and Martin, p. 22 sq. 
79). Under the reign of Mar- 
cus Aurelius, besides Atticus 
(Jerome, Chron Eus.of the 16th 
year of Marcus; 176, A.D. 
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Philo and Antiochus. But, in the first. place, this 

did not prevent individuals from protesting against 

such overclouding of pure Platonism ; and, in the 

second place, after the commencement of the first 

century, there was united with this medley of 
philosophie doctrines in increasing measure that 

religious mysticism, through the stronger growth of 

which the eclectic Platonism of an Antiochus and 

Porph. V. Plot. 14; further de: 
tails infra), must be placed 
Daphnus (a physician of 
Ephesus, Athen. i. 1, e); Har- 
pocration of Argos, a scholar 
of Atticus (Procl. i» Tim. 93, 
B sq. Suid. sub voce), according 
to Suidas, cuuBiwrhs Kaícapos, 
perhaps the grammarian, name- 
sake and teacher of Verus, so 
described by Capitol. Ver. 2. 
Suidas mentions as written by 
him a $móuvnua eis MAdtwva in 
twenty-four books, and Ae£eis 
HAdrTwvos in two books. In the 
first was contained no doubt, 
what Olympiodorus in Phddon. 
p. 159, Schol. 38 ; F. in Alcib. p. 
48 Cr. quotes from him. In 
the time of Marcus Aurelius, 
also seem to have lived Nume- 
nius, Cronius, and Celsus, 
to be spoken of later on; at 
the end of the second century 
Censorinus, attacked by his 
contemporary Alex. (Aphr. Qu. 
Nat. i. 13) for a statement con- 
cerning Epicurus theory of 
colour; perhaps also Apollo- 
phanes, mentioned by Por- 
phyry (ap. Eus. Hist. Eccl. vi. 
19, 8) as a philosophical writer, 
with the Platonists Numenius, 
Cronius, and Longinus. In the 
first half and middle of the 

third century there lived in 
Athens, Theodotus and Eu- 
bulus, two d:adoxo of the Pla- 
tonic school, of whom the latter 

was still alive after 263 A.D. 
(Longinus ap. Porph. V. Plot. 
20; Porph. himself, 7. c. 15, 
where the few and unimportant 
writings of Eubulus are also 
mentioned). To them Longinus 
adds as Platonists (Z. e.) who 
had written much, Euclides 
(cf. inf. 337, 3), Democritus, 
and Proclinus, in Troas: of 
Democritus, also mentioned by 
Syrian in Metaph. Scol. in Ar. 
892, b, 31, we hear that he 
wrote commentaries on the Al- 
cibiades (Olympiodorus in Al 
cib. p. 105, Cr.) and the Phedv 
(Ibid. in Phed. p. 159, end, 
38, F). Of Ammonius, Sak- 
kas, Origen, and Longinus 

we shall have to speak further 
on. When 'AxéAAas lived (quo- 
ted by Procl. i» Tim. 319, F. in 
connection with a theory on 
Tim. 41, D), and whether he 
was earlier or later than Plo- 
tinus, cannot be ascertained ; 
nor are the datesof Maximus 
of Nicwa (ride inf. p. 337, 3) 
and of Severus (inf. p. 339 sq.) 
exactly known. 
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his successors was developed into Neo-Platonism. Cuar. 
The opposition to the intermingling of other points Mec 

of view with the Platonie doctrine, was chiefly called 
forth and nourished by the more accurate knowledge 
of its most ancient records. As the Peripatetics of this 

period turned their attention more and more to the 
Aristotelian writings,so do we see the Academics now 

applying themselves to the writings of Plato; and if 

the scientific activity of the school did not throw itself 

with the same zeal and exclusiveness into the works of 

its founder as the Peripatetics did, the study of those 

works nevertheless prevailed to an important and 

considerable extent. Among, later writers Plutarch Comment- 

stands in the closest connection with the earlier Med 

expositors of Platonic writings ;! inasmuch as he not pes d 

merely in numerous passages refers to sayings of Plato study 

in a general manner, but has also thoroughly discussed "^^v. 
certain points of his doctrine and certain sections of his 
works.?. As commentators of Plato, Gaius, Albinus, 

Taurus, and Maximus are likewise mentioned? among 

p" vvv———————————cr——q ow 

! Dercyllides, Thrasyllus, Eu- 
dorus (vide sup. p. 610 sq.). 

2 Especially in the TIAaTevucà 
(nthuara and the treatise ep! 
Ths èv Tiuaíe V vxo*yovías. 

3 In the fragment of the 
commentary on the Republic 

- ap. A. Mai, Class. Ant. I. xiv. 
- Proclus names as expounders of 
the mythus in Rep. x. 614 sq. 

- Tv TlAaTrevikQv of Kopudaioi, 
- Novuhvios, *AABivos (as, accord- 
ing to Freudenthal, Hellenist. 

- Stud. 3 H. p. 300, the MSS. give; 
Mai substitutes ’AAkivos), Tios, 

- Md£iuos ó Nixaeds, ‘Aproxpariwv, 

EbkAeí0ns, kal èm) mücivTlopoópios. 
A Scholium, ap. Fabric. iii. 158, 
says: Toy wey IlAdTeva bTouv5- 
paTí(ovci.  TAeicTo. — Xpnoiuó- 
repor dé dios, AA Bivos, Mpiokiavds 
(contemporaries of Simplicius), 
Tapos, IIpókAos, &c. Gaius also 
names Porphyry V. Plot. 14 
among those whose commen- 
taries Plotinus had read; an 
exposition of the Timzus is no 
doubt referred to in Procl. in 
Tim. 104. A; from Taurus, 
Gellius (W. A. vii. 14, 5) quotes 
the first book of a commentary 
on the Gorgias and also (xvii. 
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others. Of Albinus we possess, in a later revision, 

an introduction to the Platonic dialogues,’ and an 

epitome of the Platonic doctrines ? hitherto falsely 

20) his oral exposition of the 
Symposium ; and from the first 
book of an exposition of the 
Timeeus, extracts are given in 
the Bekker Scholia on Plato, p. 
436 sq.and by Philop. De ZEtern. 
Mundi, vi. 91. From the same 
source comes, no doubt what is 
quoted by Iambl. ap. Stob. 
.Ecl. 1, 906. 

! This treatise, included by 
Hermann in the sixth, and by 
Diibner in the third volume of 
his edition of Plato, has now 
been subjected to a thorough 
investigation, and newly edited 
on the basis of more perfect 
manuscripts by Freudenthal 
(the Platonic Albinus and the 
false Alcinous, Hellen. Stud. 3 H. 
pp. 241-327). Its title runs thus 
in the best MSS.: eisaywyh 
eis Thy Tod TlAatwvos BíBXov: 
'AABívov mpddoyos. Its text, 

however, in its present form, 
as Freudenthal has shown, p. 

217 sqq. is only a badly exe- 
cuted and mutilated extract. 
The same writer proves, p. 257 
sq., that c. 1-4 of the prologue, 
and Diog. Laert. iii. 48-62 have 
emanated from one source, 
which was earlier than Thrasyl- 
lus (concerning whom vide sup. 
p.102,2). As to its contents ride 
Alberti, Rhein. Mus. N. F. xiii. 
76sqq. Some further details will 
be found Phil. d Gr. II. i. 427,3. 

2 This work is called in the 
MSS., almost without exception, 
"Axkivóov SidackadriKds (or Adyos 
Sidack.) ràv TAdtwvos Doryuárav, 
in the transcripts of some of 
them also eisaywyh eis THY iXo- 
copiay IIA., or érirous) Tay HAdr. 

Soyuatwy (by the moderns for 
the most part) elsaywyh. It 
has now been placed beyond 
question by Freudenthal’s tho- 
rough examination (l. e. 275 
sqq.) that its author is no other 
than Albinus, with whose ‘in- 

troduction' it entirely corre- 
sponds both in form and con- 
tent, and to whom many of the 
doctrines brought forward by 
the supposed  Alcinous, and 
among them some that are very 
remarkable, are expressly attri- 
buted. The alteration of AI- 
binus into Alcinous was (as rr. 
p. 300, 320 shows) so much the 
more possible as all our manu- 
scripts are derived from the 
same ancient copy ; and in this 
an 'AAkívow. may have been 
found, or an ’AABivov read 
'AAkívov, and may have been 
changed, when the book was 
transcribed, into ’AAkivoov. But 
even this treatise of Albinus we 
possess according to all the evi- 
dence only in a later revision, 
which considerably shortened 
the original work and repro- 
duced it not without some cor- 
rections; a Paris Codex (7. c. 
p. 244, now imperfect), names 
in its index Albinus' third book 
mepl TGv IlAdTw»i &pegkóvTav. 
But that Albinus in his treatise 
made plentiful use of more 
ancient works we see from the 
agreement—for the most part 
word for word—of his twelfth 
chapter with the passage from 
Arius Didymus (ap. Eus. Pr. 
Ev. xi. 28; Stob. Ecl. i. 330), 
which Diels has now proved 
more minutely ( Docogr. 76,447). 



ALBINUS—SEVERUS. 

put forth under the name of Alcinous. He also com- 

posed commentaries, but we know nothing of them.! 

The commentary of Severus on the Timcus we know 
through Proclus.? The writings of Theo and Har- 

pocration in explanation of Plato have been already 

mentioned ;? commentaries on the Timæus and 

Phedrus are also quoted from Attieus;* from 

! Among the more celebrated 
commentators of the Platonic 
writings, Albinus is reckoned 
in the passages quoted sup. p. 
337, 3. What writings he ex- 
pounded, and how his commen- 
taries were made, tradition does 
not tellus; perhaps he merely 
explained a number of Platonic 
passages in one dogmatic work, 
probably that mentioned in the 
index of the Paris Codex 

. named in the previous note 
(Freudenthal, p. 244), nine or 

- ten books of a summary of the 
_ Platonic doctrines according to 
- the discourses of Gaius ('AA- 

Bivov [add. èk] àv T'alov cxorA@v 
brorurécewy mAaTwvikâv Soyud- 
tTwy—this same work is alluded 
to by Priscian, Solut. p. 553, b, 

. 82, as Lavini ex Gaii scholis 
exemplaribus Platonicorum dog- 
matum, for the translator read 
instead of AABINOT, ‘AAB’ 
Freud. 246. According to its 
contents, that which Procl. in 
Tim. 104, A; 67, C; 311 A, 
quotes may have been part of 

. à commentary on the Timzus ; 
the passage we find ap. Tertull. 
De An. 28 sq. may have been 
taken from an exposition on 
the Phedo ; and that in Iambl. 
ap. Stob. Ecl. i. 896, may have 
come from an exposition of the 
Republic. Meantime most of 

w — a. 

these citations have amply suf- 
ficient parallels in the supposed 
Alcinous, and less exact paral- 
lels in Procl. in Tim. 104 A and 
Tertull. De An. 28 (cf. Freu- 
denthal, 299 sq.), and though 
it does not follow uncondi- 
tionally from this that they 
refer to that particular treatise, 
it is not unlikely that Albinus 
may have repeated and copied 
what he wrote there, as other 
writers in those later centuries 
are accustomed to do, and as 
he himself transcribes from his 
predecessors. Moreover, though 
the circumstance that three of 
the utterances of Albinus relate 
to passages of the Timæus and 
are quoted in a commentary on 
that dialọgue, might serve to 
corroborate the theory that 
they originally stood in a similar 
commentary, yet I must con- 
cede to Freudenthal (p. 243 sg.) 
that thisis not thereby rendered 
more probable. 

2 In Tim. 63, A; 70, A: 78, 
B; 88, D; 168, D; 186, E; 
187, B; 192, BD; 198, BE sq ; 
304, B. I shall recur to this 
philosopher later on. 

3 Vide supra, pp. 337, 3; 335, 
336. 

4 Concerning the first, cf. the 
Index to Procl. im Tim.; the 
other is mentioned 7. c. 15, A. 

Zz 2 
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Numenius and Longinus, besides other treatises 

devoted to the Platonie writings, commentaries on 

the Zimeus ;! and from Longinus! contemporaries, 

Democritus and Eubulus, explanations and dis- 

cussions of several dialogues. The oral instruction 

also in the Platonie school consisted, doubtless, to a 

considerable extent, in the reading and interpreta- 

tion of the Platonie works.? "Through this thorough 

examination of the sources of the Academie doctrine 

the conviction must certainly have arisen that much 
which had in later times claimed to be Platonie was 

far removed from the real opinions of Plato, and 

thus we hear of several individuals who protested 

against the prevailing confusion of the various 

systems. "Taurus wrote upon the difference of the 

Platonie and Aristotelian philosophy, and against 

the Stoics;* but as to his own conception of the 

Platonie system, little has been handed down to us, 

and no noticeable peculiarities or characteristies? are 

Syrian (Schol. in Ar. 892, 5, 31) 
seems to refer to the commen- 

multitude of commentaries and 
expository writings, and also 

tary on the 7im@us, and indeed 
to the passage discussed by 
Procl. èn Tim. 81 B. 

! Vide the Index to Procl. ix 
Tim. He seems to have taken 
his quotations from Numenius, 

out of a commentary, and not 
from the other writings of this 
Platonist. Whether Cronius 
had written commentaries can- 
not be decided from Porph. F. 
Pilot, 14. 

2 Concerning Democritus, 
ride sup. p. 386, n.; concerning 

Eubulus, vide Longinus, ap. 
Porph. V. Plot. 20. 

3 This we infer from the 

from statements like those 
quoted supra, p. 3371, 3; 339, 1, 
on the lectures of Taurus and 
Gaius, and Porph. V. Piet. 14. 
Taurus also read Aristotelian 
writings with his scholars (ap. 
Gell, xix: 6,2: xx-4 Nen Pros 
blems). 

! The former, according to 
Suid. ra)p, the latter according 
toGellius, VA. xii. 5,5. Healso, 
according to Suidas, composed a 
treatise Tepl gwudtwy kal àcc- 
u&rev and many other works. 

* We learn from his disciple, 
Gellius, who frequently men- 
tions him, that he required a 
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exhibited in it. Atticus also, like Taurus, set himself 
against the tendency to amalgamate the Platonic 

and Peripatetic theories. In the fragments of a 

treatise which he devoted to this purpose! he 

appears as an enthusiastic admirer of Plato, who is 

anxious about the purity of the Academie doctrines ; 
attacks the Peripatetic system with passionate pre- 

. judice, and especially reproaches it with the lowness 

of its moral standpoint, and its denial of Providence 

and immortality.2 Of the remaining doctrines of 

Aristotle, it is the theory of a fifth element and the 

eternity of the world which particularly move him 

to opposition, the latter so much the more, as 

thorough training for philoso- 
pby, and could not endure a 
merely rhetorical treatment of 
jt (CN. 4. i. 9, 8; x. 19: xvii. 
20, 4 sq.) ; that he did not de- 
spise subtle dialectic discus- 
sions, and special physical in- 
vestigations (vii. 13; xvii. 8; 
xix. 6); that he did not wish 
to eradicate the emotions, but to 
moderate them, and therefore 
condemned passionate disturb- 
ances of the feelings, such as 
anger (i. 26, 10) ; that he abhor- 
red Epicurus’ doctrine of plea- 
sure and. denial of Providence 
(ix. 5, 8), to pass over points of 
less importance (ii. 2; vii. 10, 
14, 5; viii. 6; xii. 5; xviii. 10; 
xx. 4). It further appears from 

the fragment ap. Philop. De 
Altern. M. vi. 21 that he, with 
the majority of contemporary 
Platonists, denied a beginning 
of the world in time; and from 
the fragments in Bekker's Scho- 
lia ad Plat. p. 436 sq. and ap. 
Philop. l. c. xiii. 15, that he 

apportioned the five senses to 
the four elements, putting that 
of smell midway between water 
and air; and that in opposition 
to Aristotle’s sther, he made 
the heavens to consist of earth 
and fire. From lIambl. ap. 
Stob. Eel. i, 906, we learn that 
his scholars were not agreed 
as to whether souls were sent 
upon the earth for the comple- 
tion of the universe or for the 
manifestation of the divine 

life. 
! Eus. Pr. Ev. xi. 1, 2; xv. 

4-9, c. 13, and probably also in 

c. 12. In the first of these 

passages the subject of the 

treatise is indicated in the 

words: mpds robs 5a Tv 'Apur- 
roTéAovs Ta llAdTevos bmc Xvov- 

pévovs. What we find in the 

superscription of many chap- 
ters and in xv. 5, 1; 6, 1, as to 

Plato and Moses belongs, of 

course to Eusebius and his 

transcribers. 
2 xy. 4, 5, 9. 
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he has here to contend with a portion of his own 
school. Together with the Aristotelian doctrines 

on immortality he also contests the statement that 

the soul as such is unmoved, 1n order to uphold in 

its stead the Platonic conception of the Self- 

moving ; ? but he herein limits existence after death 

to the rational part of the soul, and represents this 
as uniting itself at each entrance into earthly life 

with the irrational soul dwelling in the body, which 

is now first brought into order,” so that he conceived 

the origin of the individual in a similar manner to 

that of the universe. He, no doubt, also opposed 

the Aristotelian conception of God, but of this 

tradition tells us nothing ; as to his own theory, we 
are told that he made the Creator of the world 

identical with the Good, but discriminated the other 

ideas as creators of particular things from Him.‘ 

Some other quotations from his commentary on the 

Timeuws? are of no importance; from his objec- 

tions to the Aristotelian definitions concerning 

! Against the wther of Aris- 
totle and the views connected 
therewith concerning the stars, 
he appeals to Eus. xv. 7. 8; 

against the eternity of the 
world, £o. 4 6.0: 6. But he 
nevertheless would not admit 
any end to the world, as we 
shall presently find. He had 
brought forward the same 
views in his commentary on 
the Zimeus. The unordered 
matter (he here says, follow- 
ing Plutarch) and the im- 
perfect soul that moves it 
are certainly indeed uncreated, 

but the world as an ordered 

whole, and its soul, were formed 
at a detinite epoch (Procl. in 
Jom Bi Fs SQ. AG os dot: 
LIO. D; cto 00 Qo IQ es E 

D ; Iambl. ap Stob. Zel: i. 894); 

but they may nevertheless be 
imperishable (cf. Zim. 4l. A) 
through the will of the Creator 

CProcb boe S01. Dy 
2 Bus. xv. Eug. 
“Procl 311, A:Iambl7se-OT05 
© Procol cag ga UIT e 

119 B; cf. 131, C. 
5 Ape. Procl 2873.1) 450 Loses 

C Cries | Uk Bain <5 taal C Bg P290 DS 

157, D: 231; D'; Syrian SNOL 
ut dr.892.,5, 3L. 
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Homonyms' we see that he extended his polemic to 

logic also. But no important results are to be 
expected from this, because he himself stood nearer 
to the eclecticism which he combated than he was 

aware. He is angry at the admixture of the Platonic 

doctrines with the Peripatetic, but he himself inter- 

mingles them with those of the Stoics when he 

opposes to the Aristotelian doctrine of goods an 

àvrápkeiua of virtue, which only differs in words from 

that of the Stoies? Still more clearly, however, 

does he betray the standpoint of the later popular 

philosophy in the proposition that the happiness of 

man is unanimously recognised by the philosophers 

as the ultimate end of philosophy. It was precisely 

this onesided practical standpoint which, together 

with the indifference to a stricter scientific method, 

had called forth the eclectic amalgamation of contra- 

dictory doctrines. Atticus, however, does not seem 

to have proceeded very scientifically. His objections 

to Aristotle chiefly consist, as we have seen, in com- 

plaints about the moral and religious corruption of his 

doctrines ; to Aristotle’s deepest and most thoughtful 

discussions he opposes arguments like that by which 

he tries to reconcile the temporal origin of the world 

with its eternal existence; namely, that God by 

reason of his Omnipotence could preserve even 

what has come into existence from destruction * 

1 Simpl. Categ. 7. 5. 8, a, and on the Categories. 

Porph. éfy. 9, a, Schol. 42, b. 9 2 Eus. xv. 4,1; 7 844. 

(Prantl, Gesch. d. Log. i. 618, 2 * Loc. cit. xv. 4,1; cf. 5, 1. 

sq. These seem to have been 4 Loc. cit. 6, 5 sqq. ; cf. Procl. 

taken from a separate treatise in Tim. 304 B. 
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The philosopher who treated argument so lightly 

and derived his ultimate decision so recklessly 
from practical necessity, had indeed no right to raise 

objections to the fusion of the several systems, of 

which that very necessity had been the determining 
cause. 

This eclecticism, then, constantly maintained its 

ascendency with the majority of the Academies. 

Men like Plutarch, Maximus, Apuleius, Numenius, 

are, indeed, Platonists, but their Platonism has 

absorbed so many foreign elements that they appear 

merely as the promoters of the tendency introduced 

by Antiochus. As these philosophers, however, will 

again engage our attention among the forerunners 

of Neo-Platonism, other details respecting them may 

be omitted for the present. In respect to Theo of 

Smyrna also it will suffice to remember that, as we 

have already noticed,! he found the free use of a Peri- 

patetie treatise not incompatible with his Platonism, 

while, at the same time, in the first book of his 

work, he prefers to follow the tradition of the old and 

new Pythagoreans.? Concerning Nigrinus, there is, 

in spite of the Nigrinus of Lucian, little to say ; the 
description of him shows us a man of excellent dispo- 
sition, who took refuge in philosophy from the luxury 

1 Sup. p. 309,4. Adrastus is xentixjs and mepl uovoikîs is no 
also made use of in De Mus. doubt chiefly Pythagorean, as 
66:6 13, p. 94 975-6. T9; c Sbeandicatesam De 2 oO Ieee 
22, p. 1174-6. 40, p. 169. 12, et passim. In regard to his 

2 What Theo says in his first philosophy, the Neo-Pythago- 
book, on numbers and the rela- rean element is especially pro- 
tions of tones, generally quoted minent in De Arith. c. 4; De 
under the two titles, wep àp.0- Mus. c. 38 sqq. 



NIGRINUS—SEVERUS. 

and immorality of his time, and found in it inner 

satisfaction and freedom; but the discourses which 

Lucian assigns to him might just as well have been 

put into the mouths of Musonius or Epictetus. We 
have still to speak of. Severus and Albinus. Severus, 

whom, indeed, we can only place conjecturally in 

the second half of the second century,! is described 

as having explained Plato in the sense of the Aris- 

totelian doctrines.? From a treatise of his on the 
soul Eusebius? has preserved a fragment in which 

the Platonie doctrine that the human soul is com- 

pounded of two substances, one capable of suffering, 

and the other incapable,* is attacked with the obser- 

vation that this theory would annul the imperish- 

ableness of the soul, because two such different 

constituents.must necessarily again dissolve their 

unnatural combination. According to this, he does 

not seem to have recognised this doctrine as Plato’s 

real opinion. Severus himself described the soul, 

1 The first to mention him 38; Aristotle, Metaph. xiii. 2) 
are Iamblichus and Eusebius. 
But there are as yet no traces 
of the Neo-Platonic period in 
the quotations from him. Pro- 
clus, Zim. 304 B., observes in 
respect to the opinion quoted 
inf. p. 346.3, of Severus, Atticus, 
and Plutarch, that many ob- 
jections to it were raised by 
the Peripatetics; which also 
points to the fact that Severus 
was older than Alexander of 
Aphrodisias, the last author 
known to us of the Peripatetic 
school. 

2 Syrian (Schol. in Ar. 880, b, 

opposes the doctrine that the 
mathematical element accord- 
ing to Plato, was in material 
bodies; but this is irrelevant, 
since such was not  Plato's 
opinion: ei 8é SeBijpos Å &AAos 
Tis Tav borepoy éEyynoauévov TÈ 
TlAdtwvos èk THs Tap aitTg@ Te 
’ApiororéAe: KaTnxhoews ois 
pabhuact KATAXPÕVTAL mpds Tas 
amodelters T&v ducikGv airlwy, 
ovdév ToUTo mpds Tovs apxatous. 

3 Prep. Ev. xiii. 17. 
4 Tim. 41 sqq. ; 69, C sq. ; cf. 

Phil. d. Gr. Il. i. 690 sg. 
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and primarily the world-soul, as an ineorporeal 

mathematical figure, the constituents of which he 

represented to be the point aud the line, while of the 

two elements from which Plato compounds the world- 

soul, he connected the indivisible with the point, 

and the divisible with the line.? A beginning of the 

world in its proper sense he did not admit, even if 

the present world had been begun ; he thought with 

the Stoics that the world, eternal in itself, changed 

its condition in certain periods, and he appeals for 

this doctrine to the mythus in the Platonic dialogue 

of the Statesman.’ There is a reminiscence of the 

Stoics also in this, that he declared the Something 

(71) to be the highest generic-conception, below which 

stand Being and Becoming. However isolated 

these statements may be, they nevertheless prove 

that Severus departed in many respects from strict 

Platonism. But we have much more numerous and 

striking proofs, especially in his abstract of the 

Platonic doctrines, of the eclecticism of Albinus. 

Quite at the beginning of this treatise we find the 

Stoie definition of wisdom as the science of things 

human and divine (c. 1), and the Peripatetic division 

of philosophy into the theoretical and the praetical 

(e. 2), preceded by Dialectic as a third division 

| Tim, 35, A; vide Part ii. a, 
646, 3. 

2 [ambl. ap. Stob. £cl. 1. 862; 
Proel: im. Tm. 156, 1 187,4 
5d. 

T Proob d. 4 88,0 39. 08, 
D. That the world notwith- 
standing might be imperishable 

throuzh the will of God (l. c. 
304 D) was doubtless only a 
concession to the expressions 
of Plato. 

2 roel ATO Ac GCE PUNA 
GT TIL 377 p592. 9. 

> Vide sup. p. 338, 2. 
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(c. 3). Albinus then, like Aristotle, divides theo- 
retie philosophy into Theology, Physies, and Mathe- 

maties, without, however, himself keeping to this 

arrangement (c. 3, 7) ; ! and practical philosophy also, 

like the Peripateties, into Ethics, (Economics, and 

Politics (c. 3).2 Under Dialectic he first gives a theory 
of knowledge which combines Stoic and Aristotelian 

definitions with Platonic, and unites the voie) 

Évvoua, of the Stoics with the reminiscence of ideas. 

In regard to the faculty of knowledge, he distin- 

guishes in man (corresponding with the Aristotelian 

doctrine of the active and the passive vos) a double 

reason, that which is directed to the sensible, and 

that which is directed to the super-sensible.* Sub- 

sequently the whole Aristotelian logic with the 

syllogisms and the ten categories with various later 

additions of the Peripatetics and Stoics, is foisted 

upon Plato;* and the Aristotelian and Stoic ter- 

minology is unscrupulously employed? In the 

section on theoretical philosophy three primary causes 

are enumerated : Matter, the primary forms, and the 

! Instead of an exposition of 
the mathematics we find at c. 
7 only an extract from the 
utterances of Plato’s Republic 
on mathematics and their di- 
vision of mathematics. 

* Similarly the ‘ Introduc- 
tion,’ c. 6,spoken of sup. p. 338, 
1; concerning the Peripatetic 
classitication vide Phil. d. Gv. II. 
ii. 176 sqq. Albinus makes use 
of no Platonic divisions. 

3 C. 4. I pass over some 
further observations which are 

not very clear, ccncerning vóm- 
ois and ato@nois, Adyos émorn- 
porikòs, and So£aeciukbs. 

4 C. 5 sq. ; vide Prantl, Gesch. 
d. Logi. 610 s4. ; Freudenthal, 
280 sq. 

5 Of. Freudenthal, Z. e. 279, 
281. So also in c. 25; cf. Ter- 
tull. De An. 29; a Platonic ar- 
gument forimmortality (Phedo, 
71, € sqq.) is defended with an 
Aristotelian definition concern- 
ing the évavría (cf. Phil. d. Gr. 
IL. ii. 215, note). 

347 

CHAP. 
XIT. 



348 

CHAP. 

NI. 

ECLECTICISM. 

creative principle, or the Deity; the Deity is de- 
scribed in the manner of Aristotle as active Reason 

(c. 10), which, unmoved, thinks only itself. A three- 

fold way is assumed to the knowledge of God: the 

way of emancipation, analogy, and elevation ; ! ideas 

are explained as eternal thoughts of God, but, at 

the same time, as substances; their sphere, with 

the exception of artificial things, or things contrary 

to nature, is restricted to natural classes, and side 

by side with the ideas, as their copies, the Aristo- 

telian forms inherent in matter find a place. In 

regard to matter, Albinus says, making use of an 

Aristotelian definition familiar to him, it is that 

which is neither corporeal, nor incorporeal, but is in 

the body potentially (c. 8, end). The eternity of 

the world, he also thinks, he can maintain as a 

Platonie doctrine, since, like some other philoso- 

phers, he describes the world as having had a begin- 

ning only because it is involved in constant Becoming, 
and thereby proves itself the work of a higher 

cause ; ? and he rigntly concludes from this that the 

world-soul also has not been created by God, but is 
similarly eternal. It does not, however, agree very 

well with this, that the world-soul should be adorned 

by God and awakened as it were from a deep sleep, in 

! In the second the author 
hasin view the passage from 
Plato's Republic, vi. 508 D ; in 
the third, another from the 
Symposium, 208, 3 sqq. 

? Q. 9, c. 10, Albinus, like 

some others (ride Phil. d. Gr. II. 
i. 552, 2),calls theideas i8éai ; the 

forms imitated from them fn. 

3 To this passage or a similar 
one, of a commentary on the 
Timaus or the Hupotyposcis 
Proclus refers in Zim. 67 C. 
Precursors of Albinus in the 
theory mentioned a^ove are 
named in Phil d.Gr.11.1.666,a. 
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order by turning to God, to receive the ideal forms 

. from him;! and that Albinus cannot altogether free 

himself from the notion of a Divine formation of the 

universe having once taken place? That he assumes 

the existence of inferior gods or demons, to whom 

the guidance of the world beneath the moon is con- 

fided, and that he regards these beings in the Stoie 
manner, as elementary spirits, cannot surprise us in a 

Platonist of that period (c. 15). It is also in accord- 

ance with the eclecticism of his age that he should 

introduce into the Platonie ethies the Aristotelian 

definition of virtue as wecdrns (c. 30); that he should 

place among the four fundamental virtues the Stoic- 
Peripatetic prudence in place of the Platonic 

wisdom, and appropriate the Stoic doctrine that 

virtue is capable of no increase or diminution,‘ and 
with certain modifications also the Stoic theory of 

the passions.” 

1 ©, 14, Albinus here follows 
Plutarch, who, however, was 
more logical in disputing the 
eternity of the world (cf. Phil. 
d. Gr. IL. i. 168 sg.) ; for before 
the world-soul had awaked out 
of sleep, the world as such 
could not possibly have existed. 

? Besides what has already 
been stated, we find these words 
in J. e. p. 170, 3, Herm.: ris 
òè Wuxiis tabelons èk ToU uécov 
abT]v Tb cüpua TOU Kdomov... 
mepikaAvQa: and: 7 ev "yàp èk- 
Tos laxi ros Cuewev, 1j 9€ évrbs 
eis érrà kÜkAovs éryufj£n. 

3 In c. 29 the dpórvgois is 
called the TeAeióTqs Tov Aoyic- 
tixod (for which subsequently 
the Stoic jryeuovxdy is substi- 

Some other instances might be 

tuted) and defined quite in the 
Stoic manner as émorhun ayabar 
kal Kak@y kai obOerépov ; inc. 30 
the relation of $póvqeis to the 
virtues of the lower parts of the 
soul is spoken of in a way that 
reminds us altogether of Aris- 
totle's Eth. N. vi. (vide Phil. d. 
Gr. TI. ii. 502 sqq.). í 

4 Cf. c. 30, and concerning 
the corresponding Stoic doc- 
trine, Jbid. IIT. i. 246, 2. 

5 ©. 32, where Albinus re- 
peats Zeno's definition of máĝos 
(Ibid. III. i. 225, 2), while he 
opposes the reduction of the 
emotions to xpíeeis (vide l. c. 
226 sq.) but enumerates the 
same four chief emotions as 
the Stoics held (7. c. 230). 
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adduced,! but the previous quotations will suffice to 

show how inclined Albinus was to combine alien 

elements with the old Academie doctrine, which, 

however, he followed in the main, and how deficient 

he was in a clear consciousness of the peculiar 

character of the Platonic system. We are told that 

Albinus was one of the most important representa- 

tives of his school, and if we may infer anything 

in respect to him from what we know of his master 

Gaius, with whom he agrees? in one of his exposi- 

tions of the Platonie philosophy, it becomes the 
more evident that the mode of thought he exhibits 

was still very prevalent in the Platonie school about 

the middle of the second century of our era. 

! Cf. Freudenthal, 278 sqq. * Sup: p. 999, T. 
TOOL qup. p. 991, 9; and 

Freudenthal, p. 243. 
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CHAPTER XIII. 

ECLECTICS WHO BELONG TO NO DEFINITE SCHOOL— 
| DIO, LUCIAN, GALEN. 

ALL the philosophers we have hitherto discussed 

reckoned themselves under one of the existing 

schools, though they allowed themselves many de- 

partures from their original doctrines. The number 

is much smaller of those who belong to no particular 

school, but, assuming a more independent attitude, 

borrowed from each and all that which seemed to 
them true. For though the internal unity of the 

schools and the logical consistency of the systems 

were greatly relaxed, yet the necessity for some 

standard of authority was much too strong in that 

. period of scientific exhaustion to allow many to ven- 

"ture on freeing themselves from the custom which 

required every teacher of philosophy to be con- 

' nected with some one of the ancient schools and its 

tradition. The philosophers even sought to shield 

themselves with the authority of antiquity, where 

they were conscious of divergence from all contem- 

porary schools, as we see in the case of the Neo- 

Pythagoreans, when they claimed to be a continua- 

tion of the ancient Pythagoreans, and in that of 

. the Seepties when they professed to continue the 

CHAP. 
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school of Pyrrho. There are, therefore, but few 

among the philosophers of that time who stand out- 

side the traditional pale of the schools, and these are 

invariably men who had not made philosophy the sole 

task of their life, but had occupied themselves with 

it merely in connection with some other art or science. 

An opportunity for such incidental occupation 
with philosophy was afforded at that period partly 

by the natural sciences, partly and especially by 

rhetoric! which was constantly and zealously culti- 

vated, and was included in the publie education. 

When a man had learned from the rhetoricians the 

ornate form of exposition and discourse, he could 

only find an adequate content for it, as the different 

branches of instruction were then divided, with 

the philosophers. It was, therefore, hardly possible 

to advance beyond the merest outworks of rhetoric 
without in some way taking a glance at philosophy, 

and though this, no doubt, was done in most cases 

hastily and superficially enough,? yet it could not 
but happen that some individuals should occupy 

themselves more seriously and permanently with 

! How numerous the scl:ools 
of rhetoric and teachers of rhe- 
toric were in the times of the 
Emperors; how lively the in- 
terest in the achievements and 
rivalry of celebrated rhetori- 
cians (now called gogiaral) and 
bow pupils streamed to them 
from all sides, we see from 
Philostratus! Vite Sophistarum. 
The appointment of public 
teachers of rhetoric has been al- 
ready noticed (sup. p. 190, sqq). 

Further details are to be found 
in the writings quoted sup. p. 
189, 1. 

? Tostudents of rhetoric who 
only studied something of phi- 
losophy by the way, the cen- 
sures of Calvisius Taurus, for 
example, refer (ap. Gell, V. A. 
1 9. 105 xvin 200b 9$ 21199] 

thelast passage, compared with 
i. 9, 8, proves how common this 

was. 
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DIO CHRYSOSTOM. 

In this way, towards the 
end of the first century, Dio, and, about the middle 
of the second, Lucian, went over from rhetoric to 
philosophy. But neither of these men is important 

. enough as a philosopher to detain very long. Dio, 
surnamed Chrysostom,! after his banishment, de- 

SEE ee 

! The sources for our know- 
ledge of Dio’s life are, besides 
his own writings, Philostr. V. 
Soph. i. 7 (the statements are 
quite untrustworthy in his V. 
Apol. v.27 sq.; V. Soph.i.7, 4, also 
seems not to be historical); 
Synes. Dio; Phot. Cod. 209; 
Suid. sub voce; Plin. Hp. x. 81 
sq. (85 sq.); Lucian. Peregr. 18; 
Paras. 2; Schol. in Luc. p. 117; 
248 Jac.; Eunap. V. Soph. 
Proem. p. 2, and some later 
biographical notices in Kay- 
sers Philostr. V. Soph. p. 168 
sqq. and in Dindorf's edition of 
Dio, ii. 361 sgg. The results 
have been summed up after 
Fabric. Bibl. V. 122 sqq. by 
Kayser (7. ¢.). In this place it 
will suffice to say that he was 
born at Prusa in Bithynia, 
and under Domitian (according 
to Emper. De Emil. Dion. 
Braunschw. 1840, p. 5 sqg.— 
in Dindorf's edition, Dio, I. 
xxxviii. sgqg.—the date is 82 
A.D.) was banished or escaped 
from Rome where he had 

ught rhetoric, wandered for 
Many years through distant 

sired indeed to be no longer merely a rhetorician, 
but before all things a philosopher;? he also 
assumed the Cynic garb ; but his philosophy is very 
simple, and confines itself exclusively to such moral 
considerations as were at that time not only to be 

countries, as far as the Getz, 
returned after the murder of 
Domitian to Rome and (accord- 
ing to Themist. Or. v. 63) stood 
high in the favour of Trajan. 

* Dio often repeats that his 
hearers are not to seek rheto- 
rical graces from him; like 
every true philosopher he de- 
sires to aim at their moral im- 
provement—to be a physician 
of souls (Or. 33; Or. 34, p. 34, 
R.; Or. 35): he comes forward, 
generally speaking, as a man 
to whom God has given the 
vocation of declaring to all, 
the doctrines of philosophy 
(Or. 13, p. 431; Or. 32, 657 
sqq. et passim). He himself 
dates this vocation from his 
exile (Or. 13, 422 sq.) ; likewise 
Synesius (Dio, 13 sqq.) shows 
how his destiny led him from 
Sophisticism (?.e. Rhetoric) to 
philosophy, which he had pre- 
viously attacked in a vigorous 
manner in some of his dis- 
courses (kata tay diXocó$wv 
and mpòs Movaóvtov). 

* Or. 72; Or. 34, p. 88; cf. 
Or. 1, p. 60. 

AA 
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found alike in all the philosophical schools, but even 

outside them. With theoretical enquiries he did 

not concern himself; his whole endeavour is rather 

to impress upon the hearts of his hearers and readers 

the principles long acknowledged by the best, and 

to apply them to given cases, Philosophy has, he 

savs,? the task of curing men of their moral in- 

firmities; it consists in the endeavour to be a 

righteous man. His philosophic ideal is Socrates, as 

conceived by the later popular philosophy—namely, 

as an excellent teacher of morals, but with whom 

specifically scientific thoughts and purposes are not 

in question ;? after him Diogenes, whose emancipa- 

tion from needs he admires so unconditionally that he 

pays no attention to what was unsound and distorted 

in his character, and finds even the most revolting 

things that are told of him praiseworthy.' He 

demonstrates that with virtue and wisdom happiness 

is also given ;? he describes the virtuous man in his 

1 Synes., p. 14 sq. says very with the Cynics, PAil. d. Gr.II.i. 

truly: ó 8 oóv Alwy čoike Bew- 

phuact wey Te xvucots èv pidocogia 

uh mpocTadamwphaa unde mpoa- 

avag Xeiv QvGiKots bóyuaciv, are 

owe Tod Kalpod jeraTe8eiuuévos 

(sc. amd codqigTiKT)s TpUS Pidrogo- 

piar): bvacOa Se Tíjs aToüs boa 

eis 5600s Telve kal nppevaoba 

map óvriwwoüv Ty ep éavroÜ, 

emibécba DÈ TH vovÜereiv avOpw- 

mous. . . eis 0xphoac8at mpoaTo- 

keiuévņn Tapagkevr) THS YAWTTNS. 

2 Or, 18, p. 431; ef. Or. 70, 

71, and sup. 353, 2. The same 

detinition of the problem of 
philosophy has already come 

under our notice in connection 

285, 8; Philo, sup: pe 11 199.5 
Musonius and Epictetus, sup. p. 
250-272. 

3 Cf. Or. 13, 423 sqq.; Or. 12 
374 sqq.: Or. 54, 55, 60, p. 312 
and elsewhere. 

* Cf. Or. 6, 8, 9, 10, and the 

coarse description of his sup- 
posed conversation with Alex- 
ander, Or. 4. In Or. 6, p. 203, 
Diogenes is admired even for 
the excesses mentioned in Phil. 
d Gr. 1.214, 3. 

5 Or. 93, especially p. 515 sq.; 
Or. 69, 368 sy. where the pó- 
vuot and the &ópoves are dis- 
cussed in the Stoical sense. 
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moral greatness and his working for others;! he 
points out, with the Stoics, that true freedom coin- 

cides with reasonableness, and slavery with un- 
. reason ;? in regard to the appetites, passions, and 

vices of men, luxury, avarice, love of glory, and of 

— 
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pleasure, anxiety, faithlessness, &c., he makes reflec- 

tions such as were usual in the schools ;? he recalls his 

readers from the mode of life prevailing in society, 

with its follies, its moral corruption, its artificial 

wants, to the simplicity of the state of nature;* he 

diseourses in earnest and rational words against the 

immorality of his time,? occasionally also, with the 

punctilious zeal of the Stoics, against things so 

indifferent as the cutting of the beard; ? he exalts 

the advantages? of civil institutions," gives useful 

advice to states,? discusses in the Aristotelian manner 

the distinctions and relative forms of government ; ° 

in short, he expatiates on all possible questions of 

morality and practical life. But in these well- 

intentioned, verbose, and for the most part very 

sensible discussions, there is little real and indepen- 

1 Or. 78, 428 sq. 
2 Or. 14, 15, 80. 
* E.g. Or. 5, 192; Or. 16, 17, 

32, 66-68, 74, 79. 
4 Cf. on this point, besides 

the passages already quoted 
concerning Socrates and Dio- 

"genes, the happy description 
of an innocent natural life in 

_ the EvBoikds ( Or. 7) that ‘Greek 
, village history, as Jahn calls 

it; the purpose of which Synes. 
correctly estimates (Dio, p. 15 

- $9.) In the same respect Dio 

had commended the Jewish 
Essenes (Synes. p. 16). 

* Soin Or. 7, 268 sqq., where 
the degradation and danger 
of the public immorality so 
universally tolerated, is very 
well exposed. 

$ Or. 36, 81 sq. 33. 
7 Qr. 36, 83 sq. 
$ Qr. 33 sq. 38, 40, et passim. 
* Or. 3, 115 sg. . On ‘the 

monarchy as distinguished from 
the tyranny (cf. Or. 1-4, 62). 
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dent philosophy to be found; as soon as Dio goes 

beyond actual and particular cases he falls into com- 

monplaces which are treated in the spirit of a modi- 

fied Stoicism or of the ethics of Xenophon.! Plato 
was indeed, next to Demosthenes, his pattern of 

style ;? and in Dio’s moral disquisitions the influence 

of his philosophy and writings are unmistakable ; 

but of the speeulative determinations of Plato's 

system we find only a few scattered echoes,’ and in 

regard to the Platonie Republie, Dio 1s of opinion 

that it contains too much that is irrelevant to its 

proper theme—the question of justice.’ We more 

commonly meet with Stoie doctrines in his writings: 

what he says about the kinship of God to the 

human spirit, on the knowledge of God that is 
innate in us, on the natural interdependence of all 

men,’ next to the Socrates of Xenophon reminds us 

most of the Stoies; this is still more definitely the 

case with the proposition that the world is a com- 

mon house for gods and men, a divine state, a nature 

governed by one soul, and with the tracing of the 

dæmon to man's own internal nature.’ Even the 

Stoic doctrine of the conflagration and formation 
of the world is at least tentatively brought forward.* 

But for Dio it is manifest that nothing is of real 

! He expresses his admira- 5 Or. 125: E; especially D. 

tion for Xenophon in Or. 18, 384 $9.; 391 3q.; 397; Or. 1, 270. 
481. © Or. 30,051 3 07:736: ps 92; 

2 Cf, Philostr. bite Soph.i; 885; cf. On. 11, p.405; 12 
a. os 390, «c. 

3 Such as Ov. 30, 550; cf. ? Or, 4, 160 : cf. Or. 23, 25. 
Phado, 62 B, and elsewhere. BOT 30; 91:30. 

5 08 1:291. 
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. value except that Universal, which he claims for all 

men as their inborn conviction, and with the denial 

of which he so severely reproaches the Epicureans '— 

the belief in the gods and their care for mankind. 

His standpoint is throughout that of the popular 

philosopher, which turns to account in a practical 

manner scientific results:;which have become common 

property, without enriching them by new and 
original enquiries. 

A similar attitude to philosophy is assumed by 
Lucian,? though for the rest his literary character 

is widely different from that of Dio, and in mind and 

taste he is far above him. Moreover, it was only 

! Or, 12, 390 sq. 
? All that we know of Lu- 

cian's life and personality we 
owe almost entirely to his own 
writings. From them (confin- 
ing myself here to what is of 
most importance) we find that 
he was born in Samosata (Hist. 
Serib. 24; Piscat. 19), and was 
first destined for a sculptor, but 
subsequently devoted himself 
to learned studies (Somn. 1 sqq. 
14) and had traversed part of 
the Roman  dominions with 
glory and profit as a rhetorician, 
when at about forty years of 
age, and by his own account, 
through Nigrinus(sup. p. 334, 3), 
was won over to philosophy, 
and began to write philosophic 
dialogues (Bis Accus. 27 sq. 
30 sqq.; Apol. 15; Nigrin. 4 sq. 
5 sqq.; Hermot. 13). The time 
f his birth cannot be correctly 
ated, nor that of his death. 

From Alex. 48, we see that he 
composed this work after Mar- 
cus Aurelius! death. As an 

older man he filled the impor- 
tant and lucrative office of 
secretary at the court of the 
deputy (Apol. 12.; cf. c. 1, 15). 
We afterwards find him resum- 
ing his long interrupted dis- 
courses (Here. 7). Nothing 
further is known concerning 
his life. Suidas'story that he, 
in well merited punishment for 
his abuse of Christianity, was 
torn to pieces by mad dogs, 
is doubtless no more trust- 
worthy than most of the similar 
accounts of the mortes persecu- 
torum. It is possible that this 
story (as Bernays conjectures, 
Lucian und die Kyniker, p. 52) 
may have directly arisen from 
his conflict with the philosophic 
Kuves, of whom he says himself 
(Peregr. 2): óAbyov Bev mb 
Tv Kuvinav éyd oot dieomdoOny 
orep å 'Akralev imb Tdv Kuvey, 
Among Lucian's writings there 
are several which are spurious, 
or at any rate doubtful. 
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in his more mature years that he went over from 

rhetoric to philosophy, and he appropriated from 

philosophy only so much as might prove advan- 

tageous to him either for his personal conduct or for 

the new form of his writings which chiefly har- 

monised with his individual character. True philo- 

sophy consists, according to his theory, in practical 

wisdom, in a temper of mind and bent of will which 

is attached to no philosophical system ; on the other 

hand, the distinctive doctrines and other peculiari- 

ties of the schools appeared to him unimportant, 

and, so far as men pride themselves upon them and 

quarrel about them, ridiculous. Thus he assures us 

that it is philosophy that has made him disloyal to 

rhetoric, that he has always admired and praised 

philosophy and nourished himself upon the writings 

of its teachers, that he has fled from the noise of 

the courts of justice to the Academy and the 

Lyceum ;!' yet he has exempted no school and no 

philosopher from his mockery,’ and chooses espe- 

cially for the target of his wit those that through 

their remarkable customs and obtrusive character 

excite the most attention and offer the most tempt- 

ing material for satire? But as he confines himself 

almost entirely to the satirical exposition of the 

errors of others and very seldom brings forward his 

own views, his standpoint may indeed be generally 

1 Discat. 5 sq.29; Bis Accus. the Spamrérai, the cuumdacov, the 

32, and elsewhere; cf. the pre- ‘Epudtimos, "Ikapouévurmos, Ev- 

vious note. vodxos, ‘AAtevs, and several 

2 References are superfluous. funeral orations. 

Among his chief writings of 3 Above all the Cynics, sup. 

this kind are the Blwy mpacis, p. 290, 1; 311. 
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determined, but cannot be explained by any more 

precise account of his convictions. If the treatise on 

Nigrinus be authentic,'hewas at first much impressed 

with the independence of the external, and insight 

into the hollowness of the ordinary life of the world, 

which characterised the discourses of this Stoicising 

Platonist, but we cannot suppose the impression to 

have been very lasting, since in his description the 

rhetorical phraseology is patent enough. Even the 

Cynics, whom in the sequel he opposed with such 

passionate bitterness, he treats for a time not with- 

out kindliness, and puts his satires and especially 

his attacks upon the gods of the popular belief into 

their mouths. In his later years he bestows high 

praise upon Epicurus for his freedom from religious 

prejudice and his relentless war against superstition.’ 

But he gives utterance to his own opinion doubtless 

only where he maintains that he honours philosophy 

indeed as the true art of life, but that among the 

multitude of philosophical schools philosophy itself 

cannot possibly be found, since there is no token of 

it which does not require to be proved by a further 

1 I see no sufficient reason in 
its contents for denying this; 
even such a superficial man as 
Lucian may have had transient 
fits of disgust with the world. 

2 So in many of the funeral 
discourses (No. 1-3, 10, 11, 17, 
18, 20-22, 24-28), in the Menip- 
pus, Zevs éXeyxóu.; Catapl. c. 
7 ; cf. Bernays, Lucian und die 
Kyniker. 46 sq. On the other 
hand, the discourse on Demo- 
nax is not to be considered 

genuine, as has been already 
mentioned sup. p. 297, 1. 

8 Alea.c.17,c. 25: "Erwkobpo, 
avipl thy piow tv mpayudrwyv 
ka8ewpakóri. Kal uóve tiv èv 
avrois GAnGeay  eibóri,. C. 61; 
"Emiotpw àvòpl ws àAm0ds iepé 
kal Oeoreciw Thy plow kal uóvo 
mer’ GAnOelas TA kaAà éwyvekóri 
kal mapadedwkdts kal éAevOepor) 
T&v ÓpiAmcávrev  abTQ yevo- 
LT 
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token; that they all strive for visionary treasures, 
and waste their time with useless things; the best 
philosopher is he who, conscious of his ignorance, 
abandons any claim to a specific wisdom, and, in- 
stead of speculative cogitations, keeps to the moral 
advantages of philosophy.! 

The limitation of philosophy to a system of 
ethics, in which there is no question of any deeper 
scientific foundation, is here based upon a sceptical 

view of the human faculty of knowledge. We shall find 

this sceptical element still more strongly developed 

in Favorinus, who must, therefore, be discussed 

among the adherents of the sceptice school. The 

semi-philosophers from the rhetorical schools were 

none of them distinguished by any independent 

investigations, but the tendencies of the period 

are nevertheless shown in them—namely, the re- 

duetion of philosophy to the useful and generally 

comprehensible, and the connection of this popular 
philosophy with the mistrust of all philosophic 

systems which was spread abroad by scepticism. 

Far greater is the scientific importance of Clau- 

dius Galenus,” and though it is primarily the art of 

' Piscat.11,29, and the whole 
of the Hermotimus ; especially 
c. 15, 25 sqq. 52 sq. 10 sqq. 84; 
cf. Bis Accus. 24. Cf. also the 

characteristics of Lucian as 

Literaria Galeni, which first 
appeared in Fabric. Bibl. Gr. 
v. 377 sqq. Harl., revised in the 
first volume of Kühn's edition 
of Galen, s. xvii-celxv. To 

given by Bernays, l. c. 42 sqq. 
* All the information that 

can be gathered concerning 
Galen's life, almost entirely 
from his own writings, is to be 
found in Ackermann’s Hist. 

this history I will also refer, 
even in respect of Galen’s 
writings, passing over the rest 
of the voluminous literature 
concerning him. Born at Per- 
gamum in the year 131 A.D., 
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healing to which he owes his extraordinary fame 
and influence, yet he also knows how to acknow- 

ledge to the full the worth of philosophy,! and 

occupied himself with it deeply enough,? to take his 

place among the philosophers of his century.? He 

himself indeed stands nearest to the Peripatetic 

Galen, whose father was him- 
self a great architect and ma- 
thematician, had received a 
careful education, and had 
already been introduced to phi- 
losophy; when in his seven- 
teenth year he began the study 
of medicine. After his father's 
death, he pursued both studies 
in Smyrna, and medicine in 
several other places, especially 
in Alexandria (151 sqq.) and 
returned from thence in the 
year 158 te practise his art in 
his native city. In the year 
164 he betook himself to Rome, 

` where he won great fame by 
his success as a physician, and 
in 168 again returned to Per- 
gamum, but was soon after re- 
called afresh to Italy by Marcus 
Aurelius and Verus. When he 
left Italy for the second time 
is not known; and from this 
point there is no connected 
record of his life whatever. 
A discourse delivered in the 
reign of Pertinax is mentioned 
by him (De Libr. Propr. c. 13 ; 
vol. xix. 46 K); he wrote De 
Antidotis (i. 13; vol. xiv. 16) 

. inthe reign of Severus(Theriac. 
ad Pis.c. 2, vol. xiv. 217, proves 
nothing against the genuine- 
ness of this treatise), Accord- 
ing to one account (that of the 
anonymous person mentioned 

“*by Ackermann, J. c. xl. sq.) he 

lived to the age of 87; Suidas, 
however, says 70 years; so that 
he probably died in 200 or 201 
A.D 

1 In Protrept. I. vol. i. 3, he 
calls philosophy rò pméyiorov 
TOY Oeiwy ayabay, and in another 
treatise (vol. i. 53 sg.) he de- 
sires his fellow physicians to 
remember ér: &pioros iatpds kal 
pirdcogos. 

2 Galen had learned in his 
home, while still very young, 
the chief forms of philosophy 
as it then existed; from pupils 
of Philopator the Stoic, of 
Gaius the Platonist, and of As- 
pasius the Peripatetic, and 
from an Epicurean philosopher 
(Cogn. an. Morb. vol. v. 41 sq.), 
At a later period he heard 
Albinus in Smyrna (vide supra, 
337): of Eudemus the Peri- 
patetic, who perhaps was also 
his teacher (8:5donade, however, 
may be a mere title of respect, 
De Prenot. ad Epig. c. 4, vol. 
xiv. 624), he says that he had 
gained more from him in regard 
to philosophy than to medicine 
(l. e. e. 2, p. 608). Galen's 
philosophical writings were 
very numerous ; but the greater 
part of them is lost. 

* Concerning Galen's philo- 
sophic opinions cf. K. Sprengel, 
Beitr. z. Gesch. d. Medicin, i. 
117-195. 
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school, but he has also taken so much from others 

that we can only designate his standpoint on the 
whole as that of eclecticism on a Peripatetic 

foundation. Galen is at once placed among the 
eclectics by the fact that he compiled an entire 

series of continuous expositions and excerpts from 

Platonie and Aristotelian writings, and also from 
those of Theophrastus, Eudemus, and Chrysippus, 

while at the same time he declares that none of 

all these schools satisfy him.? To Epicurus alone he 

is thoroughly antipathetie (as were the eclecties of 

that time almost without exception), and expressly 

opposes him.’ The scepticism also of the New 

Academy appears to him an error, which he combats 

with great decision.* He for his part finds man, in 

spite of the limitation of his knowledge, sufficiently 

endowed with means for the attainment of truth ; 

sensible phenomena we discern through the senses, 

! Galen, De Libr. Propr. c. 
115; 14-16; vol. xix; 41. e786 
sq., where a great number of 
such works are named. 

9 £06: GU. 0. ll, p. 59 89. 
with immediate reference to 
the doctrine of proof. He 
sought counsel on the subject 
from the philosophers, but 
found here as in other divisions 
of logic so much strife among 
them and even within the 
several schools, that he would 

have fallen back upon Pyrrhon- 
ism if the certainty of the 
mathematical sciences had not 
kept him from it. 

3 Galen, in those of his 
writings which have been pre- 
served, mentions Epicurus but 

seldom, and almost always in 
connection with subordinate 
points; on the other hand, he 
names (De Libr. Propr. c. 17, 
vol. xix. 48) no fewer than six 
works against Epicurus and his 
doctrine of pleasure. 

4 [n the treatise mepl àpío rms 
6:9ackaA(as (vol. i. 40 sqq.) 
against Favorinus, Cogn. an. 
Pece o: 6, vol 2099277. oie 

also wrote upon Clitomachus, 
De Libr. Propr. c. 12, p. 44. 
His chief complaint against the 
sceptics is that they could not 
establish their standpoint with- 
out appealing to the judgment 
of others, and presupposing in 
them the capability of deciding 
between true and false. 
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the deceptions of which may well be avoided with 

the necessary circumspection ; the super-sensible is 

discerned by the understanding ; and as the sensible 

perception carries with it an immediate power of 

conviction (évdpyeva), so also the understanding is 

in possession of certain truths which are established 

immediately and prior to all proof; of certain 

natural principles which verify themselves by univer- 

sal agreement; through all this, which is self-evi- 

dent, the hidden is known by logical inference. 

The criterion of truth, therefore, for all that is clear 

through itself, is the immediate certainty, partly 

that of the senses, partly that of the understanding ; 

and the criterion of truth for what is hidden, is 

agreement with the immediate certainty, which is 

clear.! This appeal to the directly certain, to the 

senses and the unanimous opinion of men, this 

empiricism of the inner and outer sense, corresponds 

entirely with the standpoint of Cicero and of the 

later eclectic popular philosophy. 
Among the three principal divisions of philo- 

sophy, Galen ascribes a high value to logic,? as 
the indispensable instrument? of all philosophical 

1 De Opt. Disc. c. 4, vol. i. 
48 sq.; De Opt. Secta, 2; i. 
108 sq.; Cogn. an. Pecc.l. ¢.; 
De Hippocr. et Plat.ix.T; vol. 
v. 777 sq. As principles that 
are immediately certain, Galen 
(Therap. Meth. i. 4; vol. x. 36) 
names the dpxal Ao"yikai, that 
magnitudes equal to a third 
magnitude are equal to one 
another, that nothing happens 
without a cause, that we must 

either assent to, or deny every- 
thing, &c. 

2 Concerning Galen’s logic 
vide Prantl, Gesch. der Logik. i. 
559 sqq. 

3 De Elem. ex Hippocr. i. 6, 
vol. i. 460, Quod Opt. Med. Sit 
Qu. Philos. i. 59 sq.; Constit. 
Art. Med. c. 8; end, i. 253 s4.; 
Hippoer, et Plat. ix. 7; end, 
1; vol v. 782. 

High 
opinion of 
logic. 
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enquiry. He himself has composed a great number 
of logical treatises,! but what remains of them ? does 

not cause us to deplore very deeply the loss of the 

remainder. In the doctrine of the categories, which 

he with others declares to be the beginning and 

foundation of all logic,’ he appears to have attempted 
a reconciliation between Aristotle and the Stoics ; * 

otherwise the categories have for him only a logical 

and not a real importance? In the syllogistic and 

apodeictic part of logie, which are to him of most 

importance, he tries to attain the certainty of the 

geometric method ;? in regard to matter, he places 

* For the catalogue of these 
cf. Gal. De I&br. Propr. c. 11 
sQ.i 10-59. xix; 4L wor I 
sq.; cf. Prantl, p. 559 sq. 

2 The short treatise m. tov 
karà Thy Aétw copioudTæv (vol. 
xiv. 582 sqq.), which is auoted 
by Alex. Sophist. El. 8, b, 45, a 

(Schol. 298, b, 14; 912, 6, 29). 
but nowhere else are Galen's 
logical writings and commen- 
taries mentioned by the Greek 
commentators (with the excep- 
tion of the passage quoted infra, 
365, 1). 

» Therap: Meth. 3$ d$ X 
145; 148; Puls. Diff n9; 
viii. 622, 624. Whether Galen 
had himself written on the 
Categories is not quite clear 
from bisown expressions ( Libr. 
Propr. 11, p. 42). The meaning 
seems to me to be that he did 
not actually write commen- 
taries on them, but only some 
observations on the difficult 
questions they contained. This 
would explain the i7 0uvfuara 
on the Categories mentioned c. 

15. Prantl (560, 79) is of a 

different opinion. 
* David (Schol. in Ar. 49, a, 

29) ascribes to him five Cate- 
gories: obaía, ocv, mordy, mpos 
Ti, wpds Ti mws €xov, which does 
not indeed altogether agree 
with the division mentioned 
elsewhere (Therap. Meth. ii. 7; 
129 sq.; 146; 156) of the ovata 
and the evuBeBmkóra ; and of 
the latter division into évépye:at, 
way, and Oua0éceis ; but it can 
hardly be a mere invention; cf. 
Puls. Diff. ii. 10; viii. 632. 

$ He discriminates very de- 
cidedly between the yévos and 
the category; that which 
falls under the same category 
may belong to separate genera 
(Puls. Dur. ii. 9 sq.; 622 eq.; 
632. What Prantl, p. 565 e, 
quotes concerning the differen- 
tiating of genera into species 
belongs to the older Peripa- 
tetics. 

€ Libr. Propr. 11, p. 39 sq. ; 
cf. Ket. Form. c. 6; iv. 695; 
102. 
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himself on the side of Aristotle and Theophrastus! 

and against Chrysippus; but that he himself out 

of the five syllogistic forms which Theophrastus had 

added to the Aristotelian first figure,? formed a 
fourth figure of his own,’ is very doubtful. What has 

otherwise been imparted to us from the logie of 

Galen, or is to be found in his writings, is in part 

so unimportant, and in part so fragmentary, that it 

may suffice to refer the reader for further details to 

Prantl’s careful digest. 

Also in his physies and metaphysies Galen even 

as à physician and naturalist chiefly follows Aristotle 

without however being entirely fettered by him. 

He repeats the Aristotelian doctrine of the four 

causes, but increases their number to five by the 

addition of the middle cause (the ò? od).4 Like 

Plato and Aristotle, he regards the final cause as the 

most important: ° the knowledge of them forms, he 

says, the groundwork of true theology, that science 

which far surpasses the art of healing.9 In follow- 

ing the traces of the creative wisdom, which has 

formed all things, he prefers to dwell on the con- 

sideration of living creatures; but he is at the 

same time convinced that if here in the meanest 

1 Hippocr. et. Plat. ii. 2; B. Siarexrinh p. vé sq., vide the 

exhaustive v. 213. 
2 Vide Phil. d. Gv. Il. ii. 
3 Concerning this fourth 

figure of Galen’s, which was 
formerly only known on the 
authority of Averroés, but is 
now confirmed and explained 
by a Greek fragment of Minas 
in his edition of the Eicaywy) 

investigation of 
Prantl, p. 570 sqq. 

* De usu Part. Corp. Hum. 
vi. 13; vol. iii. 465. 

5 Loc. cit. 
$ Loc. cif. xvii. 

360. 
1; vol. iv. 

' Loc. cit. p. 358 sqq. et. 
passim. 

His 
physics 
and meta- 
physies 
based on — 
these of 
Aristotle, 
but not en- 
tirely 
similar, 
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portion of the universe, and in these base and un- 
clean substances, so wonderful a reason is at work, 

this must also be in overflowing measure in the 

heaven and its stars, whieh are so much more 

glorious and admirable. In what manner it is 

inherent in the world he does not enquire more 

closely ; but his expressions indicate a tendency to 

the Stoic conception, according to which the sub- 

stance of the world is permeated by the divine 

mind. He is opposed, however, to the Stoic mate- 

rialism ; for he shows that the qualities of things 

are not bodies;? he likewise contradicts the Stoic 

views on the original constitution of matter when 

he defends the doctrine of Plato and Aristotle, of 

the four elements, against the Atomists and the 

ancient physiologists, and among these, especially, 

against the Stoic-Heracleitean theory of one primi- 

tive matter What we are told of his objections 
against the Aristotelian discussions concerning space, 

time, and motion, is unimportant.’ Galen’s devia- 

1 Loc. cit. Tis ékreráaOa Bokei voUs, for how 
2 P. 358: tls © oùk àv ev0vs could it otherwise be heated 

éveüvufj0n — voüv tia Sdvauy and illuminated by the sun? 
(éxovra 0avuacTiv émiBávra TS 

vis éxrerácÓni karà mávra Ta 
udpia; this voüs comes to the 
earth from the heavenly bodies: 
èv ois eikós, ow mép eat kal h 
ToU céuaros ovala kaÜapwrépa, 
Torote kal Toy vo)v évoweiv 
TOAÀV ToU KaTa TA Yhiva cHmata 
BedTiw Te kal axpiBeotepov. And 
even here, before all things, 
in the human body, èv 8opBópe 
TocoUTe, there isa vos mepirTÓs ; 
how much more, then, in the 
stars ! through the air ovk oAtyos 

3 Quod Qualitates Sint In- 
corporeæ. B. xix. 463 sqq. 

* De Constit. Artis Med. c. 7 
sg.) D. 1. 245 899.5 Ve Liz- 
mentis, l. e. 413 sqq. Though 
the views of the Stoics are not 
named among those combated 
here, the Heracleitean doctrine 
of primitive matter which Galen 
opposes is also theirs (De El. i. 
4, p. 444); cf. also Hippocr. et 
Plat. viii. 2 sq. v. 655 sqq. 

5 In respect to space, he de- 
fends (ap. Simpl. Phys. 133, 5; 
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tion from Aristotle in respect to the soul and its 

activity seems of more consequence, but even here 
his utterances sound so hesitating that we clearly 

see how completely he has failed to attain a fixed 

standpoint in the strife of opinions. As to what 

the soul is in its essence, whether corporeal or in- 

corporeal, transitory or imperishable, he not only 

ventures to propound no definite statement, but 

not even a conjecture which lays claim to probability ; 

and he omits every sound argument on the subject.’ 

The theory of Plato, that the soul is an immaterial 

essence, and can live without the body, seems to 

him questionable; ‘for how, he asks, ‘could in- 

corporeal substances be distinguished from each 

other? how can an incorporeal nature be spread 

over the body? how can such a nature be affected 

by the body, as is the case with the soul in madness, 
drunkenness, and similar circumstances.’? So far 

Themist. Phys. 38, b) the defi- 
nition controverted by Aristotle 
that it is the interval between 
the limits of bodies; a miscon- 
ception of Aristotle’s observa- 
tion that time is not without mo- 
tion; and the objection that Aris- 
totle’s definition of time con- 
tains a circle, are mentioned by 
Simplicius, Phys. 167 a; 169 b; 
Themist. Phys. 45, a; 46, a 
(Schol. 388, b, 20; 26); and an 
objection against Arist. Phys. 
vii. 1; 242,a,5; in Simpl. Phys. 
242, b. Simplicius here (p. 167, 
a) refers to the eighth book of 
Galen’s Apodeictic, and it is 
probable, therefore, that all 
these remarks were to be found 
in this work. 

! De Fat. Form. c. 6; iv. 
701 sq.; De Hipp. et. Plat. vii. 
7; v. 653: the soul, accord- 
ing to its ovela, is either rd ofov 
aùyociðés re kal aildepddesoaua 
or, abr? £v doduarov bmápxeiw 
obcíav, Üxnua Te [56] Tò mp@rov 
abris elvat rovrí TÒ capa, Di o0 
uécov Thy mTpbs TÁAAa cduaTa 
kowwvlay AawBave:. On the other 
hand, the Pneuma is neither its 
substance nor its seat, but only 
its mp@rov Üp'yavov (l. c. c. 3; p. 
606 sq.). 

? Quod Animi Mores Corp. 
Temp. Seq. c.3; 5; iv. 775 
sq.; 185 sq.; De Loc. Aff.ii.5 ; 
viii. 127 sq. 

967 
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we might be inclined to endorse the Peripatetic 
doctrine, according to which the soul is the form of 

the body ; but this would certainly lead to the view 
maintained by the Stoics and shared by many of 
the Peripatetics, that the soul is nothing else than 
the mixture of corporeal substances, and as to its 

immortality there could then be no question.! 
Galen does not venture to decide on this point, and 

as little does he purpose to affirm or to deny im- 
mortality. It is the same with the question as to 

the origin of living creatures. He candidly ac- 
knowledges that he has not made up his mind upon 

this subject. On the one hand he finds in the 
formation of the human body a wisdom and a 

power which he cannot attribute to the irrational 
vegetable soul of the embryo; on the other hand 
the likeness of children to their parents obliges him 

to derive the children from that soul; if we further 

assume that the rational soul builds up its own 

body, we are confronted with the fact that we are 

most imperfectly acquainted with its natural con- 

stitution ; the only remaining alternative, to assume 
with many Platonists, that the world-soul forms the 

bodies of living creatures, seems to him almost im- 

pious, since we ought not to involve that divine 

soul in such base occupations? Galen declares 

himself more decidedly for the Platonic doctrine of 

! Qu. An. Mores. Xc. c. 3; 4; TÒ Aoyiorikdy] 080’ ws odK ~orw 
p. 773 sq.; 780. €x« Diar e(vaa8a. 

? Vide supra andl. c. c. 8: * e Lat Form. c. 0. 1v: 
éyàÀ bé 008? as Eat [à0dvarov 683 sqq. 



GALEN. 

the parts of the soul and their abodes,! which he 

. also no doubt combines with the corresponding 

. doctrine of Aristotle ;? his uncertainty in regard to 

the nature of the soul necessarily, however, casts 
doubt also upon this theory. Nor will our philo- 

sopher decide, he says, whether plants have souls,’ 

but in other places he declares himself decidedly 

for the Stoic distinction between the yvyù and the 
$cus.^ 

We shall be all the less surprised at the vacilla- 

tion and fragmentariness of these definitions when 

we hear what value Galen attributes to theoretical 
. enquiries in general. The question concerning the 

unity of the world, whether or not it had a begin- 
ning, and the like, he thinks are worthless for the 

practical philosophers ; of the existence of the Gods 

and the guidance of a Providence we must indeed 

try to convince ourselves, but the nature of the 

Gods we do not require to know: whether they have 

a body or not can have no influence on our conduct; 

in a moral and political point of view it is also in- 

“different whether the world was formed by a deity 
or by a blindly working cause, if only it be acknow- 
ledged that it is disposed 

1 Cf. besides the treatise De 
Hippocratis et Platonis Placitis, 
which discusses this subject in 
no fewer than nine books with 
wearisome diffusiveness, Qu. 
Animi Mores, &c., c. 3. That 
the three divisions of the soul 
are not merely three faculties 
of one substance, but three 
distinct substances, is asserted 

according to purpose and 

by Galen, De Hipp. et Plat. vi. 
2, and 7. c. 

? In Hippocr. de Alim. iii. 
10; xv. 293; In Hippocr. de 
Humor. i. 9; xvi. 93. 

* De Substant. Facult. Nat.c. 
1; B. iv. 757 sq.; cf. in Hippo- 
eratis de Epidem. Libr. vi.; 
Sect. v. 5; xviii. b, 250. 

* De Natur. Facult. i. 1;ii. 1. 
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His con- 
tempt for 
merely 
theoretical 
enquiries 
as useless 
and out of 
our sphere. 



His ethical 
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are all lost 
but two 

which are 
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important, 
but prove 
himto have 

been an 
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also in 
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ECLECTICISM. 

design. Even the question which he has so fully 

discussed, concerning the seat of the soul, is only of 

interest to the physician, and not to the philoso- 

pher ;! while conversely a definite opinion regarding 

the nature of the soul is only necessary to theoretic 
philosophy, and neither to medicine nor ethics. 

We certainly require no further evidence that a 

philosopher who measures the value of scientific 

enquiries so entirely according to their direct and 

demonstrated utility, could not advance beyond an 

uncertain eclecticism. But we shall greatly deceive 
ourselves if we therefore expect from him indepen- 

dent ethical enquiries. Galen’s numerous writings 

on this subject? are all lost, with the exception of 
two; but what we learn from occasional utterances 

in one place or another, concerning his ethical 

opinions, contains merely echoes of older doctrines. 

Thus we sometimes find the Peripatetic division of 
goods into spiritual, bodily, and external;? and in 

another connection the Platonie doctrine of the four 

fundamental virtues and again the Aristotelian 

proposition that all virtue consists in the mean.’ 

The question whether virtue is a science or some- 

! De Hippocr. et Plat. ix. 6; 
B. v, 119 $9. 

2 De Subst. Facult. Nat. B. 
iv. 764. 

3- Je Prope. abr. 1235 1T. 
4 De cognoscendis curandisque 

animi morbis. De animi peeca- 
torum dignatione atque medela. 

5 Probrept. 11; 1. 26 8q: 
s De Hippocr. ct Plat. vid 

dg s v Dd. 

7 In. Hippocr. de Humor. i. 
1l, end; xvi. 104: orep yap 
TÒ uérov écTiv aiperóv èv müauw, 
oUTw Kal TÒ vmrepBdAXov1) éAXevmés 
$evkTóv. àperal è maou èv 
éc% ovuvioravTat al 6€ kaklat 
čțłw ToU pécov. These words 
refer indeed directly to cor- 
poreal conditions, but they have 
a universal application. 



GALEN. 

_ thing else, Galen decides thus: in the rational parts 
of the soul it is a science, in the irrational merely 

a faculty and a quality or disposition.! The eclectic 

tendency of the man thus shows itself in this portion 
also of his doctrine. 

! De Hippocr. et Plat, v. 5; vii. 1; v. 468; 595. 

BB 
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CADEMICS of the first cen- 
tury B.C., 75 sqq. 

— of the first centuries A.D., 344 
sqq. 

dedos: the New and the Old, 
80; Philo, and the New, 81 

— in Imperial times increasingly 
tends to belief in revelation, 194; 
eclecticism of the, 34, 355 sq. 

Achaicus, his commentary on the 
categories, 313 

Adrastus of Aphrodisias, a Peri- 
patetic, 305, ».; his commen- 
taries on Aristotle, 308 sq.; 
views on the universe, 310 

Alius Stilo, L., Roman disciple of + 
Pansetius, 11 

JEmilius Paulus, gave his sons 
Greek instructors, 8 

Enesidemus, 22 
JEschines, a disciple of Carneades, 5 
ZEther, theories concerning the, 

124; 133; 841, 5; 342, 1 
Agathobulus, a Cynic, 294, n. 
Albinus, a Platonist, 335; his ec- 

clecticism, 346; his commenta- 
ries on Plato, 337 ; his division 
of philosophy, 347; his doc- 
trines, 347; concerning Matter, 
the Deity, the world, the world- 
soul, demons, the virtues, 347— 
349; his importance among the 
later Platonists, 350 

Alexander, a Peripatetic of the 
first century B.C., 124, 1 

Alexander of Æge, a Peripatetic, 
instructor of Nero, 304, 2 

ANT 

Alexander of Aphrodisias, a Peri- 
patetic, 306, »., 318; called the 
Commentator and Second Ari- 
stotle, 319; commentaries of, 
321; various theories and doc- 
trines of, 323; Aristotle’s doc- 
trine of the Universal and 
Particular, how treated by, 324; 
his doctrine of the soul and 
body, 326; the soul and vois, 
327; relation of God and the 
world, 329; Providence, 331 

. — the last important Peripatetic, 
331 

Alexander of Damascus, a Peri- 
patetic, 306, n. ` 

Alexander of Seleucia, a Platonist, 
called Peloplaton, 335, n. 

Ammonius, of the New Academy, 
teacher of Plutarch, 102, 2; 
334, 3; 336, n 

Anatolius of Alexandria, Bishop 
of Laodicea about 270, A.D., dis- 
tinguished himself in the Peri- 
patetic philosophy, 332, 2 

Andronicus of Rhodes, head of 
the Peripatetic school in Athens, 
113; Aristotle's work edited by, 
115; diverged from Aristotle, 
116; but was on the whole a 
genuine Peripatetic, 117 

Animal food, to be avoided, ac- 
cording to Musonius, 225; ar- 
gument of Sextius against, 186 

Ann:eus Serenus, a Stoic, 196, n. 
Anthropology, Cicero's, 169; Se- 

neca's, 219 
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ANT 

Antibius, 200, 2. 
Antidotus, instructor of Antipater 

of Sidon, 54, n. 
Antiochus of Ascalon, disciple of 

Philo, called the founder of the 
fifth Academy, 87 ; his doctrines : 
virtue and knowledge, 87 ; cri- 
terion of truth, 88 ; dicta of the 
senses not to be discarded, 89 ; 
scepticism — self-contradictory, 
90; maintains that all the 
schools of philosophy are vir- 
tually in agreement, 91; called 
by Cicero a pure Stoic, 92; 
divides philosophy into three 
parts, 92; his theory of know- 
ledge, 93; his ethics, 95; doc- 
trines of life according to 
nature, 96; the highest good, 
96 ; virtue and happiness, 97 ; his 
position in regard to the Stoics 
and  Peripateties, 98; school 
of, 99; other disciples of, 100 

Antiochus the Cilician, a Cynic, 
294, n. 

Antipater of Sidon, 
philosopher, 54, n. 

Antipater of Tyre, 71, n. 
Apollas of Sardis, of the school of 

Antiochus, 100, x. 
Apollodorus of Athens, leader of 

the Stoic school in the first 
century B.C., 53, 2. 

Apollodorus 6 knrorúpavvos, com- 
pared with Epicurus, 27, 28 

Apollonides, friend of Cato, 72, n. 
Apollonius, a freedman of Cassius, 

12, n. 

Apollonius, a Peripatetic, 304, 2 
Apollonius, a Platonist, 334, 3 
Apollonius of Mysa, a Stoic, 53, n. 
Apollonius of Ptolemais, 72, 2. 
Apollonius of Tyre, 71, n. 
Apollonius, Stoic instructor of 

Marcus Aurelius, 198, x. 

Apuleius, on the Cosmos, 129 ; not 
the author of the treatise mep 
kóguov, 131 

poet and 

INDEX. 

ATH 

Archaicus, a Peripatetic, 307, n. 
Aristo, a disciple of Antiochus, who 

went over from the Academy to 
the Peripatetics, 105, 2; 121 

Aristocles of Messene, a Peripa- 
tetic, 314; fragments of his 
great historical work preserved 
by Eusebius, 315; his admiration 
for Plato, 315; his conception 
of Reason, human and divine, 
317; was a precursor of Neo- 
Platonism, 318 

Aristocles of Pergamus, a Peripa- 
tetic, 305, n. 

Aristodemus, a Platonist, 334, 3 
Aristodemus, teacher of Strabo, 

TO, n. 
Aristotle, commentaries on, 112, 

304 sqq.; assertion of his agree- 
ment with Plato, by Antiochus, 
91; by Cicero, 163; by Severus 
and Albinus, 346, 347 

Aristus, brother and successor of 
Antiochus in the New Academy 
at Athens, 100, 1 

Arius Didymus of Alexandria, the 
Academic, 106 

Arrian, author of a Meteorology, 
258, 1 

Arrian, the Stoic, 258 
Artemon, a Peripatetic, 307, 2. 
Asclepiades of Bithynia, relation 

to Epicureanism, 29; atomistic 
theory of, 81 

Asclepiades, two Cynics of that 
name, 294, 2. ; 301, 3 

Asclepiodotus, a Stoic, 71, n. 
Asclepiodotus of Nicaea, a disci- 

ple of Panzetius, 53, n. 
Aspasius, a Peripatetic, 305, «.; 

his commentaries on Aristotle, 
308 

Athenodorus, son of Saudon, 72, 2. 
Athenodorus, surnamed Cordylio, 
155 

Athenodorus the Rhodian, 124, 1 
Athens visited by Romans, 13 ; 

proposal by Gellius to the philo- 
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ATH 

sophers in, 16; public teachers 
of the four principal schools of 
philosophy established in, by 
Marcus Aurelius, 193 

Attalus, teacher of Seneca, 195 
Atticus, his zeal for the purity of 

the Academic doctrines, 341; 
opposition to Aristotle’s defi- 
nition concerning Homonyms, 
342, 343 

Atomistic theory of Asclepiades, 31 

ALBUS, L. Lucilius, 55, n. 
Balbus, Q. Lucilius, 55, ».; 74,7. 

Basilides, 54, 2. 
Basilides of Scythopolis, 198, n. 
Boéthus, Flavius, 306, n. 
Boéthus of Sidon, the Peripatetic, 

disciple of Andronicus, 117 ; his 
commentaries on Aristotle, and 
divergences from him, 119; on 
the immortality of the soul, 120 

Boéthus, the Stoic, 35 ; hisdeviation 
from pure Stoicism, 35 ; attitude 
to the Stoic theology, 36 ; to the 
doctrine of the conflagration of 
the world, 37, and prophecy, 38 

Brutus, M., a disciple of Antiochus, 
100, 2. 

ALLICLES, 75, 4 
Carneades, his predilection 

for ethics, 5; his influence at 
Rome, 9 

Carneades, the Cynie, 291, 2 end 
Cato, Seneca’s opinion of, 230 
Cato the Elder, 15, 1 
Cato the Younger, 74, n. 
Celsus, a Platonist in the time of 

Marcus Aurelius, 336, n. 
Censorinus, 336, n. 
Chzeremon, teacher of Nero, 195, 1 
Chairs, institution of public, by 

Hadrian, 189 
Chrysippus, on the treatise mep} 

Kéouov, 127 
Chytron, a Cynic, 301, 3 
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CRA 

Cicero, his writings on Greek phi- 
losophy, 14; on the Epicureans, 
25; his philosophic studies, 147 ; 
his philosophical works, 148; 
his scepticism, 149, 151; Cicero 
and Carneades, 152, 157; his 
objection to dialectic, 153; his 
theological opinions, 154 sq. 167 ; 
his view of philosophy, 156; his 
theory of knowledge, 158; doc- 
trine of innate knowledge, 159; 
moral disposition innate, 160; 
his doctrine of a moral sense, 
160; his criterion of truth, 161; 
on the immortality of the soul, 
161, 170; dialectics and physics, 
162; his criticism of Epicurean- 
ism, 162; his ethics, 163; criti- 
cism of the Stoics, 164; his 
uncertainty and want of origin- 
ality, 166; nature of God ac- 
cording to, 167; human nature 
in, 162; belief in Providence, 
168; anthropology, 169; on 
freewill, 171; Cicero a repre- 
sentative of eclecticism, 157, 171 

Cinna, Catulus, a Stoic, instructor 
of Marcus Aurelius, 198, x. 

Claranus, a Stoic, 196, n. 
Claudius Agathinus, of Sparta, _ 

disciple of Cornutus, 196, n. 
Claudius Maximus, Stoic, instruc- 

tor of Marcus Aurelius, 198, 2. 
Claudius Severus, teacher of Mar- 

cus Aurelius, 306, n. 
Clitomachus, 5. 
Commentators of Aristotle—Cri- 

tolaus, Diodorus, Andronicus of 
Rhodes, 113, 306 

— of Plato, 337 sq. 
Cornutus, L. Annzus, a Stoic, 

banished by Nero, 196, n. ; 198 sq. 
Cotta, C., consul in 76 B.C., dis- 

ciple and adherent of Philo, 
100, n. 

Crassitius, Lucius, of Tarentum, 
member of the school of the 
Sextii, 181 



CRA 

Crassus, Cornelius, a prolific writer 
of the school of the Sextii, 181 

Cratippus, a Peripatetic of the 
first century B.C., 122 

Crescens,a Cynic, accuser of Justin 
the Martyr, 294, n. 

Crispus Passienus, a Stoic, 196, n. 
Critolaus, the most important re- 

presentative of the Peripatetic 
School in the second century 
B.C., 113 

Cronius, a Platonist, 336, n. 
Cynicism, revival of, soon after 

the beginning of the Christian 
era, 289 

Cynies, the, of the Imperial era, 
288, 290 

—, mentioned by Julian, 301, 3 ; 
last traces of the, 302 

ÆMON, the divine in man, 
266 (Epictetus); 278 (Marcus 

Aurelius) 
Damocles of Messene, 53, 2. 
Daphnus, a Platonist, 336, n. 
Dardanus, disciple and successor 

of Pansetius, 53, n. 
Demetrius, a Cynic, friend of 

Seneca, 291; his moral prin- 
ciples, 293; his contempt for 
knowledge, 293 

Demetrius, an Epicurean, ?8 
Demetrius, a Platonist, 335, n. 
Demetrius Chytras a Cynic, 

301, 3 
Demetrius of Dyzantium, a Peri- 

patetic, 307, n. 
Demetrius the Bithynian, a Stoic, 

53, 2. | 
Democritus, a Platonist, 336, n. 
Demonax, a Cynic, 294, ».; his 

eclecticism, 297 ; his efforts to 
liberate men from things exter- 
nal, 297; abstained from mar- 
riage, sacrifices, and the mys- 
teries, 298; his ready wit and 
practical influence, 299 

Demons, Posidonius in regard to, 

INDEX. 
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61; in the treatise wept kécpou, 
132; all things are full of gods 
and (Epictetus), 265; Albinus 
on, 349 

Dercyllides, the grammarian mem- 
ber of the New Academy, 102, 2 

Destiny, submission to, man'sduty, 
271 (Epictetus); 284 (Marcus 
Aurelius) 

Dio, 100/72; 191, 9 
Dio Chrysostom, 353; his notion 

of philosophy the endeavour to 
be a righteous man, 351; ap- 
proximation of Stoicism, 355; 
Plato next to Demosthenes his 
pattern of style, 356; his general 
standpoint, 357 

Diodorus, a Peripatetic commen- 
tator, 113 

Diodotus, instructor and friend of 
Cicero, 7. 

Diogenes, a Cynic, in the reign of 
Vespasian, 294, n. 

Diogenes of Seleucia, his opinion 
as to the conflagration of the 
world, 35 

Diogenes of Tarsus, an Epicurean, 
28, 2 

Diogenianus, a Peripatetic, 307, n. 
Diognetus, 198, 2. 
Dionysius of Cyrene, a geometri- 

cian, 53, 2. 
Dionysius, Stoic of the first cen- 

tury A.D., 196, 7. 
Dionysius, Stoic philosopher of the 

first century B.C., 71,2. 
Diotimus, of the school of Panæ- 

tius, 54, n. n 
Diphilus, a Stoic, 53, n. 
Divine assistance to man, how 

understood by Seneca, 243 

CLECTICISM,originand growth 
of, in Greek philosophy ; cha- 

racter of, 17; presupposes an 
individual criterion of truth, 
18; eclecticism and the philo- 
sophy of revelation, 20; scep- 
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ticism, 21; contained germs of 
Neo-Platonism, 23; eclecticism 
among the Epicureans, 24 $4.; 
the Stoics, 31 sq. 246 sq. 
189; the Academics, 75 sq., 335 
sq.; the Peripatetics, 112 s¢., 
304; in Cicero, 146; in Seneca, 
224, 225; of Galen, 362; Eclec- 
tics belonging to no particular 
school, 351 

Eclectic School, the, 111 
Egnatius, Celer P., a Stoic, 197 
Ennius, his acquaintance with 

Greek philosophy, 7 
Epictetus, 197, ».; date and per- 

sonal history of, 257; his con- 
ception of philosophy, 258 ; doc- 
trines, 259 sq.; men are to be 
made philosophers i in behaviour: 
rather than opinions, 260; his 
opinion of logic and dialectic, 

. 261; natural philosophy, 262; 
religious view of the world, 263 ; 
belief in the perfection of the 
world, 263; opinion of the popu- 
lar religion, 264; soothsaying, 
265; demons, 266 ; immortality 
of the soul, 266 ; freewill, 267 ; 
innate moral conceptions and 
principles, 268 ; man's indepen- 
dence of things external, 269 ; 
duty of absolute submission to 
destiny, 271; inclination of 
Epictetus to cynicism, 272; his 
cynicism modified by his mild 
disposition, 274; his love of 
mankind, 275 

Epicureanism, the later, at Rome, 
12 

Epicureans, in the first two cen- 
turies B.C., relation of the later 
to Epicurus, 26; Cicero on the, 
25, 162 

— the, averse to science, 194 
Equality of men (Seneca), 242 
Ethics of Panstius, 47; of Posi- 

donius, 67 ; of Antiochus, 95 ; of 
Eudorus, 104; of Arius Didymus, 
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108 ; of Cicero, 163; of Varro, 
173; of the Sextii, 185; of 
Seneca, 226 ; of Musonius, 251 ; 
of Epictetus, 268 sg. ; of Marcus 
Aurelius, 286 ; of Galen, 370 

Eubulus, a Platonist, 336, n. 
Euclides, a Platonist, 336, n. 
Eudemus, a Peripatetic, 306, » 
Eudorus of Alexandria, his Pla- 

tonism, 103; his digest of the 
Categories, 104; his Encyclo- 
pedia, 104 

Euphrates, teacher of the yon 
Pliny, 197, n. 

Evil external, Seneca's view of, 
229; Epictetus on, 270; Demo- 
nax on, 297; Marcus Aurelius 
on, 284 

ABIANUS PAPIRIUS, 181 
Faith, attitude of Pansetius to 

the popular, 50; of Cicero, 169; of 
Seneca, 244; of Epictetus, 264, 
265 ; of Marcus Aurelius, 282 

Fannius, C., a Roman disciple of 
Pansetius, 55, n. 

Fatalism of the Stoics opposed by 
Diogenianus, 307 ; by Alexander 
of Aphrodisias, 322 

Forgiveness of injuries, Seneca, 
241; Epictetus, 274; Marcus 
Aurelius, 286 

Freewill, Cicero's treatise on, 171; 
Seneca on, 231; Epictetus on, 
267 

Friendship, Senecaon, 240; opinion 
of some Epicureans on, quoted 
by Cicero, 25 

AIUS, a Platonist, 335, n.; his 
commentaries on Plato, 337 

Galen of Smyrna; his personal 
history, 360, 2; his fame as a 
physician, 368; his philosophy 
is eclecticism on a Peripatetic 
basis, 362; theory of knowledge, 
363; high opinion of logic, 363. 
sq.; his physicsand metaphysics, 
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365 sq.; doctrine of matter, 366; 
soul and body, 367; contempt 
for theoretical enquiries, 369 ; 
eclecticism of his ethics, 370; 
his ethical writings, most of 
them lost, 370 

Gellius the proconsul, his proposal 
to the philosophers in Athens, 16 

Georgius of Lacedzemon, 53, n. 
God, nature of, according to Boé- 

thus, 90; Cicero, 160; “1675 
Seneca, 213 sq., Epictetus, 263 ; 
Marcus Aurelius, 280-282 ; Alex- 
ander of Aphrodisias, 330, 342 ; 
Galen, 369 

Gods, see Faith 
Good, the highest, according to 

Antiochus, 96; Cicero, 164 sq.; 
Varro, 172 

Greek philosophy, decline of origi- 
nality in, 3; effect of scepticism 
on, 4; among the Romans, 610; 
Roman students of, 11; effect 
of Roman character on, 14; last 
epoch of, 23 

APPINESS, to be sought in 
ourselves (Seneca), 236; 

(Epictetus) 270; (Marcus Au- 
relius) 282, 284 

Harpocration of Argos, a Platonist, 
336, ».; his commentaries on 
Plato, 339 

Hecato, of Rhodes, member of the 
school of Pan:etius, 53, »., 55 

Hegesianax, a Cynic, 295, n. 
Heliodorus, a Peripatetic, 322, 1 
Heliodorus of Prusa, 115, 5 
Helvidius Priscus, a Stoic, put to 

death by Vespasian, 197, n. 
Heraclides, the Stoic, 52; 

temporary of Panstius, 52 
Heraclitus, a Stoic, 195, 1 
Heraclitus, of Tyre, member of the 
New Academy, 99, n. 

Heraclius, a Cynic, 301, 3 

Heras, a Cynic in the reign of 
Vespasian, 294, n 

con- 
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Herminus, a Peripatetic, 306, n.; 
his commentaries on Aristotle, 
312 

Herminus, a Stoic, 200, n. 
Hermodorus the Ephesian, 6, 2 
Herophilus, a Cynic, 294, n. 
Homonyms, Aristotle’s definition 

concerning, objected to by Atti- 
cus, 342, 343 

Honoratus, a Cynic, 294, n. 
Human nature, how treated by 

Cicero, 169; by Seneca, 239 ; by 
Epictetus, 260; by Marcus Au- 
relius, 286 

DEAS, doctrine of, according to 
Albinus, 348 

Images, worship of (Varro), 178 
Immediate certainty, its nature 

according to the Eclectics, 19 
Immortality, Cicero on, 161, 170; 

Seneca’s view of, 223; Epictetus 
on, 266; Marcus Aurelius on, 283 

Iphicles, of Epirus, a Cynic, 301, 3 

ASON, a Stoic, 71, 2. 
Julianus, of Tralles, 307, n. 

INSHIP of mankind, Seneca, 
239 

— of man to God (Epictetus), 266 ; 
(Marcus Aurelius) 283; (Dio 
Chrysostom) 356 

Knowledge of God, innate in man 
(Cicero), 160, 161 ; (Dio Chryso- 
stom), 356 

Knowledge, theory of, 311 ; Philo's, 
79, 83; Cicero's, 158; Cicero's 
doctrine of innate, 159; Anti- 
ochus theory of, 97; proper 
object of, the universal, Alex- 
ander of Aphrodisias, 324; Al- 
binus on the theory and faculty 
of, 347 ; Galen's theory of, 362 

AMPRIAS, a Peripatetic, bro- 
ther of Plutarch, 305, n. 
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Leonides, a Stoic of Rhodes, 71, n. 
Logic, how treated by Seneca, 208 ; 

by Epictetus, 261; by Alexander 
of Aphrodisias, 32]; by Galen, 
323 

Longinus, 336, n. 
Love of mankind (Seneca), 239, 

240; (Epictetus) 275; Marcus 
Aurelius), 286 

Lucanus M. ‘Annzeus, nephew of 
Seneca, a Stoic, 197, n. 

Lucian, his personal history, 357 ; 
considers philosophy as tied to 
no system, but satirises each in 
turn, 358, 359; conception of 
true philosophy as the true art 
of life, 360 

Lucilius, 12, 3; 196, n. 
Lucretius, Epicureanism of, 26 
Lyco, a Bithynian, 53, n. 

ARCUS AURELIUS, settled 
public teachers of the four 

chief schools of philosophy in 
Athens, 193; references to him 
and his instructors, 199, ».; 
his personal history, 276; re- 
semblances to Epictetus, 278 ; 
conception of human life and of 

' the problem of philosophy, 279 ; 
his doctrines, 279 sg.; belief in 
the Divine order of the universe, 
281; in dreams and auguries, 
282; future existence, 283; his 
ethics, 284; resignation to the 
will of God, 285; love to man, 
286; nobility and purity of his 
life, 287 

Marriage, Seneca's view of, 240; 
Musonius on, 256 ; Epictetus on, 
273 

- Maximus of Nicæa, a Platonist, 
336, n 

Maximus of Tyre, a Platonist, 335, 
P n, 337 
Menecrates of Methyma, of the 

school of Antiochus, 100, n. 
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Menephylus, a Peripatetic, 304, 2 
Menesarchus, disciple and succes- 

sor of Panætius, 53 
Menippus, a Cynic of the third 

century B.C., 291, 1 
—, the Lycian, mentioned by 

Philostratus, 291, n. 
Meteorology, Seneca’s, 211 
Metrodorus, philosopher and 

painter, 8, 1 ; accompanied Æmi- 
lius Paulus on his warlike ex- 
peditions, 8 

Metronax, a Stoic, 196 
Mnasagoras, disciple of Panztius, 

53, n. 
Mnaseas of Tyre, of the school of 

Antiochus, 100, x. 
Mnesarchus, the Stoic, 86 
Monachism adopted by the Chris- 

tian Church from Cynicism, 303 
Mucius Sczevola, disciple of Panz- 

tius, 49 
Mummius, Sp., Roman, disciple of 

Pansetius, 55, n. 
Museum, the Alexandrian, 191 
Musonius, a Cynic, 766, 2 end 
Musonius, a Stoic of the third cen- 

tury A.D., 200, n. 
Musonius Rufus, instructor of 

Epictetus, 197, n. ; personal his- 
tory, 246, 3; devoted to prac- 
tical ethics, 248; asserted 
philosophy to be the only way 
to virtue, 251; his personal in- 
fluence, 253; Stoicism exag- 
gerated by Musonius, 253 ; inner 
freedom of man his leading 
thought, 254; reasons for avoid- 
ing animal food, 255; views on 
marriage and the exposure of 
children, 256; disapproval of 
public prosecutions, 256 

Musonius the Tyrian, 199, x. 

EO-PLATONISM, forerunners 
of, among the Platonists, 344 

Nero, influence of the time of, on 
philosophy, 236 
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Nestor of Tarsus, the Academic, 
54, ».; distinct from Nestor the 
Stoic, 102, 2 

Nicander the Bithynian, 53, n. 
— a Peripatetic, 307, n. 
Nicolaus of Damascus, 129 
Nigrinus, a Platonist, 335, n; his 

eclecticism, 344 
Numa, the books of, 7 
Numenius, 336, 2. 

noe of Gadara, a Cynic 
of the reign of Hadrian, 

295; his treatise against the 
< Jugglers,' 295 

Origen, 336, n. 
Originality, decline of, in Greek 

philosophy, 3 
Orion, 282 

pu of Rhodes, 39; at 
Rome, 9; friend of Scipio and 

Laelius, 40; head of the Stoic 
school in Athens, 40; learning 
and reputation, 41; character 
of his Stoicism, 42 ; denial of the 
soul's existence after death, 45; 
ethics, 47; work on duty, 48 ; 
theology, 49: his allegorical in- 
terpretation of myths, 50; rejec- 
tion of soothsaying, 58; relation 
to the Stoics, 51: contemporaries 
and disciples of, 52; school of, 
53 sq. ; and Seneca, 245 

Pancratius, a Cynic, 294, n. 

Papirius, Fabianus, member of the 
school of the Sextii, 181 

Paramonus of Tarsus, disciple of 
Panzetius, 53, 2 

Paulus, the Prefect, a Peripatetic, 
306, n. 

Pausanias of Pontus, disciple of 
Pansetius, 53, x. 

Peregrinus, a Cynic, 294, m. ; 
Lucian’s description of him, 
299, 3; his voluntary death by 
fire, 299; praised by Gellius, 300 

INDEX. 
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IIep] Kécpov, the treatise, its origin, 
125; Chrysippus on, 127 ; Posi- 
donius not the author of, 128; 
nature of the treatise, 132; 
affinity with Stoicism, 135; 
Peripatetic and Stoic ideas com- 
bined in it, 137; its probable 
date of composition, 138; later 
than Posidonius, 141; about the 
first century B.C., 143 

Peripatetics, the later, 112; ex- 
clusively devoted to commen- 
taries on Aristotle, 194 

— of the first centuries after Christ, 
304 sq. 

Peripatetic School from the second 
half of the third century A.D. 
gradually merged in that of the 
Neo-Platonists, 332 

Persius, Flaccus A., 
197, 2. 

Petronius, Aristocrates, of Mag- 
nesia, a Stoic, 196, 2. 

Phanias, a Stoic, 71, 2. 
Philo, of Larissa, at Rome, 88 B.C., 

12; personal history, 75; in- 
structor of Cicero, 76 ; practical 
basis, 77; his revival of Platon- 
ism, 82; theory of knowledge, 
83; was the founder of the 
‘Fourth Academy,’ 84; pupils 
of, 100, a. 

Philopator, a Stoic under Hadrian, 
198, n. 

Philosophers banished from Rome, 

a Stoic, 

— sects of, enumerated by Varro, 

173 
Philosophy, schools of, tend to 

amalgamation, 1; Roman esti- 
mates of, 15 

— of revelation, allied with eclec- 
ticism, 20; schools of, are all in 
agreement, according to Antio- 
chus, 91; general character of, 

in Imperial times, 189 
— regarded with political mis- 

trust in the first century B.C., 
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190; chairs of, established by 
Hadrian, 191; theoretical and 
practical, 205; relation of, to 
rhetoric, 352 

Physics, Seneca’s high estimation 
of, 210 

úsıs distinguished from yvx? by 
Pansetius, 47 ; by Galen, 369 

Piso, 55, n. 
Piso, M., a disciple of Antiochus, 

101, a. i 
Plato, commentators of, 337 
Plato of Rhodes, 53, n. 
Platonism, revival by Philo, :82 
Platonists of the first centuries 

A.D., 334 
Plutarch, hiscommentary on Plato, 

337 
- Polyzelus, a Cynic, 295, n. 

y 

Polyzelus, a Peripatetic, 295 n. 
Posidonius at Rome at the begin- 

ning of the first century B.C., 12 
— a Syrian of Apamea, disciple of 

Panætius, 56; his doctrines and 
relation to Stoicism, 59 sq.; 
love of rhetoric and erudition, 
62; natural science, 62; anthro- 
pology, 64 ; doctrine of the soul, 
64 sq.; ethics, 65; psychology, 
68; not the author of cepi 
kóc'ov, 128 

Potamo of Alexandria, his eclec- 
ticism, 109 sg.; criterion of 
truth, 111 

- Premigenes of Mytilene, a Peripa- 
tetic, 306, n. 

Proclinus, a Platonist, 336, n. 
- Protagoras, a Stoic, 74, n. 
3 
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- Providence, Cicero's belief in, 168; 
Marcus Aurelius on, 285 

Ptolemy, a Peripatetic, 317, n. 
Ptolemy, two Epicureans of that 

name, 28, 2 
Publius, a disciple of Philo, 100, n. 

Es Seneca's conception 
of, 244 

881 
SEL 

Rhetoric, an important part of 
public instruction in the Imperial 
period, 352; numerous schools 
of, 352; appointment of public 
teachers of, 352 

Roman character, effect of, on 
Greek philosophy, 14 

Roman disciples of  Panstius, 
55, n. 

Roman estimate of philosophy, 15 
Roman students of Greek philo- 

sophy, 11: 
Rome, Greek philosophy at, 6; 

philosophers banished from, 7; 
Carneades at, 9; Greek philo- 
sophy at, 10; Epicureanism at, 
12; Panstius at, 9; Stoicism 
at, 9; Philodemus and Syro, the 
Epicureans at, in the first cen- 
tury B.C., 13; Philo the Platonist 
at, in 88 B.C., 12 

Rubellius Plautus, a Stoic put to 
' death by Nero, 197, n. 
Rusticus Junius, Stoic instructor 

of Marcus Aurelius, 198, x. 
Rutilius Rufus, Q., Roman disciple 

of Panztius, 55, n. 

AKKAS, a Platonist, 336, n. 
Sallustius, a Cynic ascetic of 

Athens in the sixth century A.D., 
302, 3 

Sandon, 72, n. 
Sceevola, Q. Mucius, Roman dis- 

ciple of Pansetius, 55, n. 
Scepticism, its effect on Greek 

philosophy, 4; relation of, to 
eclecticism, 12; self-contradic- 
tory according to Antiochus, 90; 
of Seneca, 225 

Schools of Philosophy, the, tend 
to approximate, 193 

Scylax of Halicarnassus, friend of 
Pansetius, 54, n. 

Self - examination, necessity of 
(Seneca), 238 

Selius, Caius, disciple of Philo, 
100, n. 
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Seneca, 196, ».; his reputation and 
influence, 203 ; practical nature 
of his ethics, 204; his concep- 
tion of philosophy, theoretical 
and practical 205 sq. : contempt 
for merely theoretical inquiries, 
his view of logic, 208; his high 
estimation of physies, 210 ; his 
meteorology, 211; physical and 
theological doctrines, 212 ;nature 
of God, according to, 213; Stoic- 
ism in, 215; theories of the 
world, 217; his anthropology, 
219; nature of the soul, accord- 
ing to, 219; theory of passions 
and affections, 221; frailty of 
human nature, 221; contempt 
for the body, 222; body and 
Spirit opposed, 222; his view of 
immortality, 223 ; Seneca's psy- 
chology compared with that of 
Chrysippus, 221; scepticism of, 
225; Stoicism of, 226, 242 

-— on external evil, 229; ethics 
of, 226; Peripateticism of, 229 ; 
his opinion about Cato, 230 

— on the wise man, 231; his 
deviation from Stoicism, 231; 
vacillation in his character, 232 ; 
rhetoric of, 234 

— influence of his time, 235 

— bids us find happiness in our- 
selves, 236 ; necessity of self- 
examination, 238 ; natural kin- 
ship of mankind, 239 ; view of 
political life, 239; love of man- 
kind, 239, 240; view of marriage, 
240 

— on the forgiveness of inju- 
ries, 241; view of suicide, 243 ; 
of the assistance given by the 
Deity to man, 243; on the 
equality of men, 242; his con- 
ception of religion, 241; com- 
pared with Panzetius, 245 

Senses, the, their dicta not to be 
discarded ; doctrine of Antio- 
chus, 89 ; of Cicero, 158 

INDEX. 
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Serapio, a Stoic, 196 n. 
Serenianus, a Cynic, 301, 3 
Severus, a Platonist, 336, n.; his 

commentary on the Vimeus, 339; 
his eclecticism, 345 ; treatise on 
the soul, 345 sq.; deviations 
from Platonism, 348 

Sextii, school of the, advocated 
daily self-examination, re- 
nounced animal food, 186; its 
character and doctrines, 183 sq.; 
was a branch of Stoicism, 187 

Sextius, Q., his school, 180; ques- 
tion as to his authorship of the 
book of Sentences, 182, 2 ; rela- 
tion to the Stoics, 186; succeeded 
as head of the school by his son, 
181 

Sextus of Chzronea, a Platonist, 
335, n. 

Sextus, the supposed Pythagorean, 
182, 2 

Socrates, a Peripatetic, 307, n. 
Sosigenes, the Peripatetic, 306, 2.; 

313 
Sosigenes, the Stoic, contemporary 

of Paneetius, 52 

Soson of Ascalon, 53, n. 
Sotas of Paphos, a Stoic, 54, 2. 
Sotion, a Peripatetic, 305, n. 

Sotion of Alexandria, member of 
the school of the Sextii, 181; 
instructor of Seneca, 181 

Soul, nature of the, according to 
Asclepiades, 30; Antiochus, 95 ; 

Alexander of Aphrodisias, 326 ; 
Cicero, 170; Posidonius, 64; 
Seneca, 219; Marcus Aurelius, 

283; the, an emanation from the 
Deity, 176; the, immortality of, 
defended by Cicero, 170 ; is air 
(Varro), 176; opinionsof Atticus, 
342; Galen, 367 

Sphodrias, a Cynic, 295, n. 
Staseas, of Naples, called by Cicero 

nobilis Peripateticus, 122, 1 
Stoicism at Rome, 9 

Stoics, the later, 34; of the first 
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century B.C. 71 $4.; the, and 
Sextius, 186; the, in the first 
centuries A.D., 189 ; criticism of 
the, by Cicero, 164; their re- 
striction to ethics, 194; under 
Domitian, Trajan, and Hadrian, 
198, ».; inclination of the later 
to Platonism, 42 sq., 62 sq. 

Strabo the geographer, a Stoic, 
13, n. 

Stratocles of Rhodes, a Stoic, 
54, n. 

Strato, the Alexandrian Peripa- 
tetic, 307, n. 

Suicide, Seneca’s view of, 243; de- 
fended by the Cynics, 298, 300 

Sulpicius Gallus, astronomer and 
philosopher, 8 

AURUS CALVISIUS BERY- 
TUS, a Platonist, 335, n.; 

commentaries on Plato, 340 
Tetrilius Rogus, 100, n. 
Theagenes, a Cynic, 294, n; dis- 

ciple of Peregrinus, 301 
Theodotus, a Platonist, 336, n. 
Theomnestus, a Cynic, 295, n. 
Theomnestus, of the New Aca- 

demy, 102, 2 
Theo of Alexandria, 73, n. 
Theo of Smyrna, a Platonist, 335, 

m.; his commentaries on Plato, 
339 

Theopompus, of the school of An- 
tiochus, 100, a. 

Thrasea Pætus, a Stoic, 197, n; 
friend of Seneca, 291, 2 

Thrasyllus, the grammarian, mem- 
ber of the New Academy, 
102, 2 

Timocles of Cnidus, 54, n. 
Truth, criterion of, according to 

Antiochus, 88; according to 
Potamo, 111; Cicero, 153, 156, 
161; according to Galen, 363 
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Tubero, Q. ZElius, Roman disciple- 
of Panztius, 55, n. 

ARRO, a disciple of Antiochus, 
100, n. ; a Roman eclectic and 

friend of Cicero, 171; his view 
of philosophy, 172; and the 
sects of philosophers, 173 ; his 
ethics and doctrine of the 
highest good, 174; virtue a con- 
dition of happiness, 174; his 
psychology and theology, 176; 
his opinion of image worship, 
178; of State religion and theo- 
logy, 178 

Vespasian, his measures against 
philosophers, 190, 1; payments. 
to rhetoricians, 191, 3 

Vigellius, M., Roman disciple of 
Pansetius, 55, n. 

Virginius Rufus, a Peripatetic, 
307, n. 

Virtue and knowledge, according 
to Antiochus the Academic, 88, 
96 

Virtue, a condition of happiness, 
174 (Varro) ; 238 (Seneca); rela- 
tion of, to philosophy, according: 
to Musonius Rufus, 251 

ISE MAN, the, of the Stoics, 
and Seneca, 231 

World, theories of the (Treatise 
mepl kóa ov), 134 ; (Seneca), 217 ; 
(Marcus Aurelius) 281; (Atti- 
cus), 342; final conflagration of 
the, 34, 35, 44 

ANTHIPPUS, a Cynic, 295 
Xenarchus, controverted Aris- 

totle's Physics, 124 

ENO of Sidon, 27 
Zeno of Tarsus, successor of 

Chrysippus, 34; opinion as to 
the destruction of the world, 34. 
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